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Forfeiture, 

The  CutUyiM  Begulation  Act^  of  1845,  of  the  Colony  of  New  South  Wales 
enacts  that  the  person  entering  any  goods  shall  deUver  to  the  collector  a  bill 
of  the  entry  thereof  expressing  the  particulars  of  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
goods,  and  the  packages  containing  the  same,  &c,  and  that  the  collector  shall 
grant  his  warrant  for  the  unlading  of  such  goods ;  and  that  no  entry  shall  be 
deemed  valid  unless  the  particulars  of  the  goods  and  packages  in  such  entry 
shall  correspond  with  the  report  of  the  ship,  and  any  goods  taken  or  deli- 
vered out  of  any  ship  by  virtue  of  any  entry  or  warrant  not  corresponding  or 
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J.  C.  agreeing  as  therein  mentioned,  or  not  properly  describing  the  same,  shall  be 

deemed  to  be  goods  landed  or  taken  without  due  entry  thereof,  and  shall  be 
forfeited. 

Pbxhob  The  Cwtcms  DtUtea  Act  of  1871,  which  relates  to  ad  valorem  duties 

Th«  QnsKir  ^^^^*  provides  for  the  veiification  of  the  value  at  the  time  of  entry  by  the 

production  of  the  genuine  invoice,  and  by  a  declaraticm  in  a  prescribed 

form. 

A.  &  B.<,  merchants,  carrying  on  business  together  in  Sydney^  imported 
several  cases  which  contained  soft  goods,  and  also  contained  portmanteaus, 
wherein  soft  goods  were  packed.  The  agent  oiA.&  Co,  filed  and  delivered 
a  bill  of  entry  of  the  cases,  and  made  the  required  declaration  in  verification, 
and  produced  the  invoice  of  the  soft  goods,  but  in  respect  of  the  portmanteaus 
and  hat-boxes  he  made  no  entry  and  filed  no  invoice : — 

It  was  KM  by  the  Judicial  Committee  that  by  the  omission  in  the  entry 
of  the  portmanteaus  and  hat-boxes  contained  in  some  of  the  cases,  the  whole 
of  the  contents  of  such  cases  were  forfeited,  the  entry  of  the  goods  being 
invalid.    No  entry  can  cover  less  than  one  entire  package. 

XhIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court  of  New  South  Wales,  bearing  date  the  23rd  of  July,  1872, 
made  upon  an  information  or  libel  by  Her  Majesty  and  the 
Bespondent  William  Augustine  Duncan,  collector  of  customs  of  the 
port  of  Sydney,  New  Souih  Wales,  stating  the  grounds  of  seizure  of 
two  cases  of  merchandise  and  praying  their  condemnation. 

The  Appellants  were  merchants  trading  together  in  Sydney 
under  the  style  of  Prince,  Ogg,  &  Co. 

The  question  in-  the  present  appeal  arose  with  respect  to  certain 
cases  of  merchandise  imported  by  the  Appellants  into  the  colony 
of  New  South  Wales,  from  London,  by  the  ship  Damascus,  which 
arrived  in  the  port  of  Sydney  on  the  28th  of  June,  1871. 

The  Appellants  had  purchased  of  Weintraud,  Joyce,  &  Co.,  a 
London  firm,  a  quantity  of  trimmings  and  other  small  wares. 
They  also  had  purchased  of  /.  Lyons  &  Son,  also  London  mer- 
chantSy  certain  trunks  and  hat-boxes.  According  to  a  custom  of 
the  trade,  the  trunks  and  boxes  had  been  forwarded  in  the  same 
cases  with  the  trimmings  and  small  goods,  the  latter  being  packed 
up  in  the  trunks  and  boxes  with  the  yiew  of  saving  space  and 
freight. 

Out  of  ten  cases  received  by  the  Appellants  by  the  Damascus 
from  the  said  firm  of  Weintraud,  Joyce,  &  Co.,  five  contained 
trimmings  andjsmall/goods,  packed  in  this  way,  in  trunks  and 
hat-boxes.     Separate  invoices  were  sent  in  respect  of  the  two 
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eladtes  of  good%  the  invoice  from  Messrs.  Lyons  it  Son  inclading       j.  c. 
the  trunks  and  boxes,  the  invoice  from  Messrs.  Weiniraud,  Joyee^        isrs 
-dt  Co.  containing  the  trimmings  and  small  goods,  and  also  con-      p^^^ 
taining  a  description  of  the  trunks  and  boxes  sent  by  Joyce  dk  Oo.y         ^ 
bnt  not  mentioning  their  price.  — 

On  the  8th  of  Jnly,  1871,  the  whole  of  the  ten  cases  from  Wetn- 
iraudy  JoyeOj  it  Co.  were  entered  for  payment  of  ad  valoretn  duty 
at  the  Sydney  Custom-house. 

The  laws  of  the  colony  of  New  South  Wdka^  regulating  the  pro« 
cedure  at  the  Custom-house  and  the  payment  of  duty  on  the  goods 
imported  in  the^casesi  which  were  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  were 
the  Customs  Begvlation  Act,  1845,  and  the  Customs  Duties  Aet, 
1871. 

The  material  parts  of  the  Customs  Regulation  Act  of  1845  are 
sects.  16, 18,  and  22,  which  are  as  follows : — 

{As  to  Entries  in  generoL) 

^  16.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  the  person  entering  any  goods 
shall  deliver  to  the  collector  or  other  proper  officer  a  bill  of  the 
entry  thereof,  fairly  written  in  words  at  length,  expressing  the 
name  of  the  importer  and  of  the  ship,  and  of  the  master  of  the 
ship  in  which  the  goods  are  imported,  and  of  the  place  whence 
they  were  brought,  and  of  the  place  within  the  port  where  the 
goods  are  to  be  unladen,  and  the  particulars  of  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  the  goods  and  the  packages  containing  the  same,  and 
the  marks  and  numbers  on  the  packages,  and  two  or  more  dupli- 
cates, as  the  case  may  require,  of  such  bill,  in  which  all  sums  and 
numbers  may  be  expressed  in  figures,  and  the  particulars  contained 
in  such  bills  shall  be  written  and  arranged  in  such  form  and 
manner,  and  the  number  of  such  duplicates  shall  be  such  as  the 
collector  or  other  principal  officer  or  other  proper  person  shall 
require,  and  such  person  shaU  at  the  same  time  pay  down  all 
the  duties  due  upon  the  goods,  and  the  collector  or  other  proper 
officer  shall  thereupon  grant  his  warrant  for  the  unlading  of  such 
goods." 

^'18.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  no  entry  nor  any  warrant  for 
the  landing  of  any  goods,  or  for  the  taking  of  any  goods  out  of  any 
warehouse,  shall  be  deemed  valid  unless  the  particulars  of  the 

3  B  2 
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J.  0.       goods  and  packages  in  such  entry  shall  correspond  with  the  par^ 
1873       ticulars  of  the  goods  and  packages  purporting  to  be  the  same  in 
PsMrcB      ^^6  report  of  the  ship  or  in  the  certificate  or  other  document,  where 
The  Quen   ^^^  ^  required,  by  which  the  importation  or  entry  of  such  goods 
is  authorized,  nor  unless  the  goods  shall  have  been  properly  do- 
scribed  in  such  entry  by  the  denominations  and  with  the  characters 
and  circumstances  according  to  which  such  goods  are  charged  with 
duty  or  may  be  imported,  and  any  goods  taken  or  delivered  out  oS 
any  ship,  or  out  of  any  warehouse,  by  virtue  of  any  entry  or 
warrant  not  corresponding  or  agreeing  in  all  such  respects,  or  not 
properly  describing  the  same,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  goods  landed 
or  taken  without  due  entry  thereof,  and  shall  be  forfeited*" 

(As  to  ad  valorem  DtUies). 

'^22.  And  be  it  enacted,  that  in  all  cases  where  the  duties 
imposed  upon  the  importation  of  articles  into  the  said  colony  ar& 
chaiged,  not  according  to  weight,  tale,  gauge,  or  measure,  but 
according  to  the  value  thereof,  such  value  shall  be  ascertained  by 
the  declaration  of  the  importer  of  such  articles,  or  his  knowi^ 
agent,  in  manner  and  form  following,  that  is  to  say  ; 

*  I,  A.  B.f  do  hereby  declare  that  the  articles  mentioned  in  the 
entry  and  contained  in  the  packages  [here  specifying  the  eeverdt 
packages^  and  describing  the  several  marks  and  fiumbers,  as  the  case 
may  fe]  are  of  the  value  of 

*  Witness  my  hand,  this  day  of  , 

'A.B. 

^The  above  declaration^  signed  the  day  of  ,  in  the 

presence  of  *  0.  D., 

Collector  [or  other  principal  officer] ; 

which  declaration  shall  be  written  on  the  bill  of  entry  of  such 
articles,  and  shall  be  subscribed  with  the  hand  of  the  importer 
thereof,  or  his  known  agent,  in  the  presence  of  the  collector 
or  other  principal  officer  of  the  customs  at  the  port  of  importa- 
tion: Provided  that,  if  upon  view  and  examination  of  such 
articles  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  customs,  it  shall  appesur  to 
him  that  the  said  articles  are  not  valued  according  to  the 
true  price  and  value  thereof,  and  according  to  the  true  intent 
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and  meaning  of  this  Act,  then  and  in  snch  case  the  importer       j.  o. 
or  his  known  agent  shall  be  required  to  declare  on  oath  before  the       1873 
collector  or  other  principal  o£Scer  of  customs  what  is  the  invoice      p^^ 
price  of  such  articles,  and  that  he  verily  believes  such  invoice  price  _     J!; 

IS  the  current  value  of  the  articles  at  the  place  from  whence  the       

said  articles  were  imported ;  and  such  invoice  price,  with  the 
addition  of  ten  pounds  per  centum  thereon,  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
the  value  of  the  articles  in  lieu  of  the  value  so  declared  by  the 
importer  or  known  agent,  and  upon  which  the  duties  due  thereon 
shall  be  charged  and  paid :  Provided  also,  that  if  it  shall  appear  to 
the  collector  or  other  proper  officer  that  such  articles  have  been 
found  invoiced  below  the  real  and  true  value  thereof  at  the  place 
from  whence  the  same  were  imported,  or  if  the  invoice  price  is  not 
known,  the  articles  shall  in  such  case  be  re-examined  by  two  com- 
petent persons,  to  be  nominated  and  appointed  by  the  governor  of 
the  said  colony,  and  such  persons  shall  declare  on  oath  before  the 
collector  or  other  proper  officer,  what  is  the  true  and  real  value  of 
such  articles  at  the  port  of  importation  in  the  said  colony,  and  the 
value  so  declared  on  the  oaths  of  such  persons  shall  be  deemed  to 
be  the  true  and  real  value  of  such  articles,  and  upon  which  the  * 
duties  due  thereon  shall  be  charged  and  paid." 

The  material  parts  of  the  CuslomB  Duliea  Act  of  1871  (which 
relates  to  ad  valorem  duties  only)  are  sects.  8, 12,  and  13 : — 

**  8.  In  all  cases  in  which  goods  shall,  after  the  passing  of  this 
Act,  continue  to  be  chargeable  with  a  duty  ad  valorem^  or  accord- 
ing to  the  true  and  real  value  of  such  goods,  such  value  shall  be 
▼eiified  at  the  time  of  entry  by  the  production  of  the  genuine 
invoice^  and  by  the  declaration  in  the  form  hereinafter  prescribed 
t>f  the  importer  ef  such  goods,  or  (with  the  consent  of  the  collector 
or  other  proper  officer  of  customs)  of  his  authorized  agent : 
'Port  of 

*  I,  A,  B,f  do  hereby  declare  that  the  invoice  now  produced  is 
the  genuine  and  only  invoice  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  entry 
and  contained  in  the  packages  [here  epeeify  the  several  packages, 
and  deecribe  the  several  marks  and  numbersy  as  the  case  may  he], 
and  that  the  value  of  such  goods  mentioned  in  the  said  invoice, 
and  therein  stated  as  [here  state  value]  was,  to  the  best  of  my 
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j.O.       belief,  the  fair  market  value  of  such  goods  at  the  time  of  shipment 
1873       at  the  place  whence  the  same  were  exported. 
Pbinot  '  Witness  my  hand,  this  day  of  one  thousand,  eight 

hundred,  and  '  A.  B. 

*  Declared  before  me  day  of 

*  (Signed)    E.D., 
*  Collector  [or  other  proper  officery 

And  such  declaration  shall  be  made  by  the  importer  or  his* 
authorized  agent,  as  aforesaid,  in  the  presence  of  the  collector  of 
customs,  or  other  proper  officer,  and  the  invoice  value  so  declared 
shall,  with  the  addition  of  ten  pounds  per  centum  thereon,  be 
deemed  to  be  the  value  of  the  goods  upon  which  duty  shall  be 
paid.  And  any  person  who  shall  in  any  such  declaration  make- 
any  false  statement,  knowing  the  same  to  be  false,  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanour,  and  shall  be  liable  and  subject  to  the  like 
penalties  as  in  case  of  perjury/' 

''12.  If  upon  examination  it  shall  appear  to  the^  collector  that 
the  value  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  any  declaration  made  under 
the  8th  section  of  this  Act  has  been  incorrectly  stated  in  such 
declaration,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  collector,  in  lieu  of  any 
other  proceeding  authorized  by  this  Act,  but  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Colonial  ^Treasurer,  to  cause  such  goods  to  be 
detained  and  secured  and  (within  five  days  from  the  landing 
thereof)  to  take  such  goods  for  the  usid  of  the  Crown,  and  the  said 
collector  shall  thereupon  in  such  case  cause  the  amount  of  the  in- 
voice value  stated  in  such  declaration,  together  with  an  addition  of 
£10  per  centum  thereou,  and  also  the  duties  (if  any)  paid  upon 
such  entry,  to  be  paid  to  the  importer  or  owner  of  such  goods  in 
full  satisfaction  for  the  same,  and  shall  dispose  of  such  goods  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Crown,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  shall  be 
paid  into  the  Consolidated  Bevenue  Fund :  Provided,  however, 
that  the  said  collector,  if  he  shall  see  fit,  may  permit  such  im- 
porter or  owner,  on  his  application  for  that  purpose,  to  amend 
such  entry  at  such  value  and  on  such  terms  as  he  the  said  collector 
may  direct. 

*^  13.  If  in  any  invoice  or  entry  any  goods  entered  for  ad  vaJorem^ 
duty  have  been  fraudulently  misdescribed  with  intent  to  avoid  the 
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payment  of  the  duty  or  any  part  of  the  duty  on  such  goods,  or  if       j.  c. 
the  oath  or  declaration  made  with  regard  to  any  such  inyoice  or       isrs 
entry  is  wilfully  false  in  any  particular,  the  goods  so  misdescribed,      j^^ce 
or  in  respect  of  which  such  oafh  or  declaration  is  wilfully  false  ^  m^   a 
aforesaid,  shall  be  forfeited/*  — 

On  the  entry  of  the  ten  cases  in  question  at  the  Custom-house 
the  following  declaration  was  made  by  Bdbert  AdamSf  agent  of  the 
Appellants'  firm : — 

**  Imports,  Sydney,  8th  day  of  July,  1871. 
**  In  the  DamascuSy  a  British  ship,  JBoss,  Master,  from  London. 

^  Prince,  Ogg,  &  Co. 

"  Per  Fordy  Adams,  dt  Co.,  Agents, 

'**  Port  of  Sydney. 

'*  I,  Bdbert  Adams,  agent  of  Prince,  Ogg,  &  Co.,  do  hereby 

declare  that  the  invoice  now  produced  is  the  genuine  and  only 

inToice  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  entry  and  contained  in  the 

packages. 


Harks  and  Nob. 

Value. 

Duty. 

£    9.   d. 

« 

3,587. 

One  case  Albnmfl  ' .  30    3    6 

^\     3,588. 

„           „          .  35  13    0 

'^P.  O.     >k  <i  f\AQ 

„        Trimmings  42  11    5 

N^^/^     3,590. 

„         103    1    8 

3,591. 

92  18    6 

3,592. 

87  11    9 

3,593. 

48    5  11 

3,594. 

46    0    6 

3,596. 

„  Battonfl&Braida60  19    5 

3,599. 

„  1     WaiHtnoats  106    5    0 

603  10    8 

Circnlar  wharf 

(1157)         10%    60    7    1 

£663  17    9 

£33    3  11 

And  that  the  value  of  such  goods  mentioned  in  the  said  invoice, 
and  therein  stated  as  £603 IO5. 8d.,  was^to  the  best  of  my  belief  the 
&ir  market  value  of  such  goods  at  the  time  of  shipment  at  the 
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J/C-       place  whence  the  same  were  exported.    Witness  my  hand,  this 
1873        8th  day  of  July,  1871. 
p'^OT  "(Signed)    B.  Adam». 

V' "  Declared  before  me  the  8th  day  of  July,  1871. 

^..^T"-  ^^  M.  Ma^TaggaH, 

''pro  Collector." 

The  five  cases  which  contained  trunks  and  boxes,  as  well  as 
trimmings  and  other  small  goods,  were  those  numbered  in  the  ssiid 
declaration  or  bill  of  entry  as  8590,  3591,  3592,  3593,  and  3594. 
Ad  valorem  duty  was  paid  on  the  declared  contents  of  all  five.  At 
the  time  of  the  said  payment  the  Appellants  produced  to  the 
Custom-house  oflScer  the  invoice  from  Messrs.  WeinJtraud^  Joyce^ 
&  Co.y  relating  to  the  trimmings,  but  did  not  produce  to  him  the 
invoice  from  Messrs.  Lyons  dt  Son  relative  to  the  said  trunks  apd 
boxes,  nor  was  any  ad  valorem  duty  paid  in  respect  of  the  goods 
contained  in  the  last-mentioned  invoice  from  Messrs.  Lyons  &  Son. 
Three  out  of  the  five  cases  (viz.  Nos.  3590,  3591,  3594)  were 
delivered  to  the  Appellants  without  being  opened  or  examined. 
The  two  numbered  3592  and  3593  were  examined  on  the  13th  of 
July,  1871,  and  were  found  to  contain,  in  addition  to  the  trim- 
mings mentioned  in  the  bill  of  entry,  eight  travelling  trunks  or 
portmanteaus,  and  twenty-one  leather  hat-boxes,  which  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  said  declaration  or  bill  of  entry,  and  in  respect 
of  which  no  ad  valorem  duty  had  been  paid  or  tendered.  The 
portmanteaus  and  hat-boxes  were  goods  and  merchandise  upon 
which  by  the  Customs  Duties  Act,  1871,  ad  valorem  duty  was 
payable. 

The  Bespondent  William  Augustine  Dunoan,  as  collector  of 
customs  in  the  Port  of  Sydney,  thereupon  seized  the  two  cases  of 
merchandise  as  liable  to  forfeiture  under  the  above-mentioned 
statutes  of  the  colony. 

On  the  14th  of  July,  the  day  after  the  seizure,  the  Appellants 
produced  to  the  Bespon<ient  the  invoice  from  Messrs.  Lyons  &  Son, 
and  tendered  duty  upon  the  value  of  the  travelling  portmanteaus 
and  hat-boxes  in  the  said  two  cases  only,  which  the  Bespondent 
refused  to  receive.  The  Appellants  at  the  same  time  applied  for 
permission,  under  the  12th  section  of  the  Act  34  Yict  No.  21, 
to  amend  the  entry  as  to  value  with  respect  to  the  two  cases  that 
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bad  been  seized.    This  the  Respondent  declined  to  allow.    The        J.O. 
Respondent  then  required  the  Appellants  to  send  to  the  Queen's       iSTS 
Warehouse  the  three  cases  which  had  been  delivered  to  them,      fbinob 
in  order  that  the  Respondent  might  cause  the  said  three  cases  to  ^     ^- 

be  opened  and  examined;  which  the  Appellants  declined  to  do,       

alleging  that  the  said  cases  had  been  sold ;  but  they  requested  to 
amend  the  entry  in  respect  of  the  same  in  a  similar  way,  and 
tendered  the  increased  duties  thereon,  which  request  and  tender 
the  Respondent  declined. 

On  the  15th  of  September,  1871|  proceedings  were  commenced 
by  the  Appellants  in  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  of  the  colony  as 
claimants  of  the  two  cases  which  had  been  seized. 

On  the  28  th  of  December,  1872,  the  Respondents  exhibited 
their  libel  or  information,  praying  that  the  said  two  cases  of  mer^ 
chandise  might  be  pronounced  to  have  been  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure  thereof  subject  and  liable  to  forfeiture  and  condemnation, 
and  to  condemn  the  same  as  forfeited  to  the  Queen,  and,  more- 
over, that  the  penalties  due  by  law  might  be  pronounced  for, 
and  that  the  Appellants  might  be  condemned  in  penalties  and 
costs. 

The  articles  of  the  libel  were  as  follows : — 

^  First :  That  a  certain  statute  was  made  and  passed  in  the  ninth 
year  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of 
November,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1845,  intituled  *  An  Act  to 
provide  for  the  general  Regulation  of  the  Customs  of  New  Scmth 
Wales!  and  that  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed 
in  the  thirty-fourth  year  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  to  wit, 
on  the  22nd  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1871,  intituled 
*  An  Act  for  granting  to  Her  Majesty  certain  Duties  of  Custom, 
and  for  other  Purposes,'  and  this  was  and  is  true,  and  the  party 
proponent  doth  allege  and  propound  everything  in  this  and  the 
subsequent  articles  of  this  libel  or  information  contained  jointly 
and  severally. 

**  Second :  That  the  said  Henry  Prince  and  William  Anderson 
Ogg  are  merchants  trading  together  in  the  City  of  Sydney^  in  the 
Colony  of  Neto  South  Wcdes,  under  the  name,  style,  and  firm  of 
Prince^  Offff,  dt  Co,,  and  that  as  such  merchants  they  did,  in  or 
previous  to  the  month  of  July,  1871,  import  into  the  said  colony, 
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J.  0.       by  the  ship  DamasGuSj  from  the  City  of  London^  in  England^  cer- 

1878       tain  goods  chargeable  with  duty  according  to  the  yalae  thereof ; 

p^^      that  after  the  arriyal  of  the  said  ship  the  said  Eenry  Prince  and 

„,_  ^ WtUiam  Anderson  Ogg  caused  attendance  to  be  made  at  the 

—  Gostom-house  of  the  said  port  of  Sydney  for  the  purpose  of  pass- 
ing an  entry  of  the  goods  imported  by  the  said  ship,  and  caused  a 
pretended  invoice  of  the  goods  to  be  exhibited,  and  a  declaration 
to  be  made  by  one  Bdbert  Adams,  as  the  agent  of  and  for  the  said 
Eenry  Prince  and  WiUiam  Anderson  Ogg,  and  in  such  declaration 
it  was  declared  that  the  invoice  then  produced  was  '  tibie  genuine 
and  only  invoice  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  entry,  and  con- 
tained in  certain  specified  packages  (of  which  packages  the  two 
cases  of  merchandise  proceeded  against,  that  is  to  say,  the  said 
two  cases  of  merchandise  marked  respectively  (P.  0.  dk  do.)  3592 
and  (P.  0.  &  Co.)  3593  form  a  part,  and  that  the  value  of  the  goods 
mentioned  in  the  said  invoice,  and  therein  stated  as  £603  10s.  8d,, 
was,  to  the  best  of  the  belief  of  the  said  Bcbert  Adams,  the  fair 
market  value  of  such  goods  at  the  time  of  shipment  at  the  place 
whence  the  same  were  exported ;'  that  subsequently  to  such  entry 
being  passed  and  declaration  being  made,  and  after  the  goods  were 
landed  from  the  said  ship,  the  said  two  ccises  of  merchandise  pro- 
ceeded against,  being  a  portion  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  said 
declaration,  were  removed  to  a  certain  store  in  the  said  City  of 
Sydney,  known  as  the  Queen*s  Warehouse,  when  it  was  found  that 
the  said  two  cases  of  merchandise  contained  goods  chai^able  by 
law  with  duty  according  to  the  value  thereof,  and  which  were  not 
included  in  the  value  m^entioned  in  the  said  invoice,  nor  were  the 
said  goods  mentioned,  nor  was  the  value  thereof  included  in  the 
said  declaration,  whereupon  the  said  two  cases  of  merchandise  pro- 
ceeded against  were  at  the  said  store  known  as  the  Queen's  Ware- 
Juyuse  seized  as  being  liable  to  a  forfeiture  for  a  breach  of  some  or 
one  of  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  hereinbefore  pleaded,  and  this 
was  and  is  true,  and  the  party  proponent  doth  allege  and  propound 
as  before. 

**  Third :  That  in  part  proof  of  the  premises  and  to  all  other 
intents  and  purposes  as  the  law  whatsoever  the  party  proponent 
doth  hereto  annex,  and  prays  to  be  here  read  and  inserted,  and 
taken  as  part  and  parcel  hereof,  a  certain  paper  writing  marked 


TOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  11 

Na  1,  and  doth  allege  and  propound  the  same  to  be  a  copy  of  the       J.  c. 
original  entry  and  declaration  made  at  the  said  Oostom-honse,       isrs 
the  original  thereof  being  annexed  to  a  certain  affidavit  made  by      p^^g 
the  said  WiHiam  Augustine  Duncan,  on  the  6th  day  of  December,  m_-Q_- 
1871,  and  filed  in  this  Honourable  Court    And  this  was  and  is       -^ — 
true,  and  the  party  proponent  doth  allege  and  propound  as  before. 
^  Fourth :  That  all  and  singular  the  premises  were  and  are  true, 
of  which  legal  proof  being  made,  the  party  proponent  prays  that 
the  said  two  cases  of  merchandise  may  be  pronounced  by  you  the 
Judge  aforesaid  to  have  been  at  the  time  of  the  seizure  thereof 
subject  and  liable  to  forfeiture  and  condemnation,  and  to  condemn 
the  same  as  forfeited  to  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  her  heirs 
and  successors  accordingly,  and,  moreover,  that  the  penalties  due 
by  law  may  be  pronounced  for,  and  to  condemn  the  said  Henry 
Prince  and  William  Anderson  Ogg  in  such  penalties  and  in  the 
costs  made  and  to  be  made  in  this  cause  on  the  part  and  behalf 
of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen  by  your  definite  sentence  or  final 
interlocutory  decree  to  be  made  and  given  in  this  behalfl" 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  Judge  Commissary,  Sir  Alfred 
Stephen,  on  the  16th  of  March,  1872.  The  present  Appellants 
filed  a  responsive  allegation  or  pleading  in  bar  of  the  suit, 
amounting  in  general  terms  to  this,  that  the  omission  to  mention 
any  value  in  connection  with  the  trunks  and  boxes,  or  to  specify 
them  as  distinguishable  from  the.  other  contents  of  the  cases 
seized,  was  the  result  purely  of  mistake  and  inadvertence ;  which 
led  to  their  supplying  imperfect  information  to  their  agent  respect- 
ing those  articles. 

On  the  23rd  of  July,  1872,  the  Judge  delivered  judgment 
rcgecting  the  responsive  allegation,  decreeing  that  the  two  cases 
should  be  forfeited,  and  sentencing  the  Appellants  to  pay  the  costs 
of  suit. 

After  stating  the  facts  and  his  deductions  from  them  the 
Judge  proceeded  in  the  following  terms  :^ 

''By  the  Cwioms  Duties  Act  of  1871,  the  goods  contained  in 
all  the  ten  cases  in  question — the  portmanteaus  and  hat-boxes 
included — ^were  liable  to  an  import  duty  of  5  per  cent,  on  the 
value ;  and,  by  sect  8,  a  new  form  of  declaration  as  to  that  value  is 
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J.  0.       (not  in  terms,  but  impliedly)  substitated,  for  the  form  prescribed 
1878       hy  the  Customs  Regulation  Act  of  1845,  sect  22.    In  the  latter  the 
Pbince      required  words  were,  '  that  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  entry, 
Thi  Qunw   ^^^  contained  in  the  packages  specified,  are  of*  a  stated  value. 
«,^—       By  the  recent  statute  the  invoice  of  the  goods  is  to  be  produced  at 
the  time  of  entry,  and  the  importer,  or  his  authorized  agents  is  to 
declare  that  it  is  the  genuine  and  only  one  '  of  the  goods  men- 
tioned in  the  entry,  and  contained  in  the  packages  specified — 
and  that  the  value  of  such  goods,  mentioned,  in  the  said  invoice, 
and  therein  stated  at  (value),  was  to  the  best  of  my  belief  the  fair 
market  value,'  &c.     This  as  we  have  seen  was  the  form  pursued 
by  the  Bespondents*  agent  here.    Then  by  sect  13  it  is  enacted 
that  if  in  any  invoice  or  entry  any  goods  entered  for  duty  have 
been  fraudulently  misdescribed,  with  intent  to  avoid  payment  of 
the  duty  thereon,  or  if  the  declaration  made  with  regard  to  any  such 
invoice  or  entry  is  wilfully  false  in  any  particular,  the  goods  so 
misdescribed  (or  in  respect  of  which  such  declaration  is  wilfully 
false)  shall  be  forfeited. 

'^The  first  question  accordingly  for  consideration  is,  are  the  two 
cases — or  the  trunks  and  boxes  in  them — liable  to  forfeiture 
under  this  13th  section ;  and  a  very  perplexing  question  it  seems 
to  me  to  be.  Nothing  is  said  in  it  about  omissions ;  and  a  mis- 
description, however  gross,  is  not  made  presumptive  evidence  of 
intention,  leaving  it  to  the  owner  to  estabb'sh  a  case  of  inadvert- 
ence, or  the  like ;  but  a  fraudulent  intent  must  be  proved,  in  the 
first  instance.  So,  also,  the  declaration  must  not  only  be  false — 
it  must  be  wilfully  so. 

"  Let  us  consider,  then,  supposing  fraud  (in  some  one)  to  be 
established  here,  as  well  as  a  misdescription,  whether  this  is 
within  the  enactment  And,  in  the  first  place,  I  dismiss  all 
question  as  to  misdescription,  much  less  fraud,  in  the  invoice.  As 
to  that  document  there  is  no  complaint  It  misdescribed  nothing : 
and  certainly  not  any  goods  "entered  for  duty" — which  is  the 
offence  evidently  contemplated.  I  dismiss  also  all  question  as  to 
falsity,  and  still  less  wilful  falsity,  in  the  agent's  declaration ;  for 
that  person,  from  the  very  nature  of  his  position,  knew  nothing 
whatever  about  the  matters  declared  to.  He  only  acted  on  his 
instructions,  and  believed  whatever  his  employers  told  him.    Such 
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isy  ineTitably,  the  effect  of  the  system  in  sach  cases.    But,  after        J.  C. 
ally  what  was  the  declaration  ?    Merely,  that  the  document  pro-        isrs 
duced  was  the  tme  invoice  of  the  goods  ^  mentioned  in  the  entry,      p^^ 
and  contained  in  the  packages.'    The  entry  itself,  or  bill  of  entry,  _     *- 
as  it  is  called  in  one  section  of  the  Regulation  Ad,  if  a  distinct       *— 
document,  is  not  in  evidence.    But  I  assume,  as  really  and  in  fiact 
the  counsel  on  both  sides  did  at  the  hearing,  either  that  such  entry 
enumerates  exactly  the  same  goods  as  the  declaration,  or  that  the 
latter  is  identical  with  the  entry.    This,  however,  was  obviously  not 
intended  by  the  statute ;  which  assumes  that  the  declaration  is  a 
sepaifate  act,  consequent  on  the  entry. 

'^Qn  either  assumption  the  declaration  was  in  terms  perfectly 
true.  The  invoice  certainly  was  not,  as  I  have  already  observed, 
an  invoice  of  the  goods  (that  is,  of  all  the  goods)  contained  in  the 
packages ;  but  it  was  the  only  invoice  of  the  goods  mentioned  in 
the  entry — and  the  enactment,  perhaps  inadvertently,  requires  no 
more.  The  form  indeed  shews  that  the  declaration  covers  only 
and  relates  to  goods,  which,  being  so  mentioned,  are  mentioned  in 
such  invoice  also.  The  goods  mentioned  in  the  entry  were  all,  in 
fact,  contained  in  the  packages ;  and  of  such  only  does  the  agent 
speak.  It  was  his  duty  in  that  document,  considered  strictly  as  a 
declaration,  to  testify  to  the  value  of  the  goods  entered — not  to 
the  accuracy  of  the  entry  in  other  respects.  The  entire  section  is 
confined  to  that  one  pointy  the  ascertainment  of  value — the  value, 
that  is  to  say,  of  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  produced  invoice, 
and  in  the  entry,  and  contained  in  the  specified  packages.  To 
hold  that  the  declaration  here  was  false,  would  be  to  construe 
the  8th  and  13th  sections  as  if  the  declaration  had  attested 
in  addition  that  the  packages  contained  the  specified  goods,  and  no 
more. 

**  Were  not  the  goods  mentioned  in  the  entry,  however,  or  in  the 
declaration,  if  in  fact  the  only  document^ — ^and  assuming  in  the 
latter  case  that  we  may  regard  it  as  the  entry  itself,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute^ — were  they  not  naisdescribed  ?  On  that 
point  there  is  indeed  no  room  for  doubt,  I  conceive.    Strictly  ' 

speaking,  indeed,  the  offence  was  not  that  the  albums,  and  braids, 
and  waistcoats,  or  the  like,  mentioned  as  the  contents  of  the  ten 
packages,  were  themselves  wrongly  described,  but  that  certain 


14  CASES  m  THE  PBIVT  OOUNdL.  [L.  B. 

J.  C.       other  goods  forming  part  of  the  contents  were  omitted — and  so 

1878        were  not  described  at  alL    Bat,  in  effect,  the  entry  was  an  entry 

^  Fbihos      of  the  entire  contents  of  the  packages.    A  description  of  these 

Thb  Qcxbm.  <^iitentSy  therefore,  as  being  altogether  trimmings  or  other  soft 

goods,  while  a  portion  consisted  of   leathern   hat    boxes  and 

portmanteaus,  not  mentioned,  was  sabstantially  a  misdescription. 
'  I  think,  moreover,  that  the  contents,  or  stated  contents,  were 
**  entered  for  ad  valorem  duty ''  within  the  meaning  of  the  enact- 
ment ;  although,  on  this  point,  there  may  be  more  room  for  doubt 
than  on  the  one  last  preceding.  So  holding,  and  that  there  was  a 
misdescription  of  the  contents  of  the  packages  (not  of  a  portion 
only  but  of  the  whole),  I  must  under  the  recent  Act  adjudge  the 
packages  in  question  to  be  forfeited,  if  I  find  also  that  such 
misdescription  was  with  intent  to  evade  the  payment  of  duty  :— 
in  which  case  the  misdescription  was  clearly  fraudulent,  legally 
and  morally. 

*'  I  am  glad,  however,  to  be  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  arriv- 
ing at^  or  certainly  of  announcing,  any  conclusion  on  that  point ; 
because  I  am  of  opinion,  notwithstanding  all  that  was  urged  to  the 
contrary,  that  sect&  16  and  18  of  the  Customs  Begviatum  Ad  are 
not  repealed,  even  if  intended  to  be  so,  by  the  Act  of  1871 — and 
that  sect.  13  of  the  latter  is  cumulative  on  the  previously  existing 
enactments.  Now,  by  these  (very  properly  as  I  conceive)  a  false 
description  of  goods  in  the  import  entry  subjects  them  to  for- 
feiture, whether  the  error  be  fraudulent  or  not.  It  may  be 
regretted,  nevertheless,  that  the  opposite  extreme  would  seem 
here  to  have  been  adopted,  without  any  provisions,  such  as  I  have 
elsewhere  suggested,  for  mitigating  the  penalty  in  cases  of  mere 
mistake. 

'^  By  the  said  16th  section,  the  person  entering  goods  shall 
deliver  at  the  Customs  a  '  bill  of  the  entry '  thereof,  expressing 
(among  other  things)  the  particulars  of  the  quantity  and  quality 
of  the  goods  and  the  packages  containing  the  same — after  which 
the  collector  is  to  grant  his  warrant  for  the  unlading  of  the  same. 
It  is  clear  that  this  enactment  is  unrepealed ;  for  there  is  no  other 
in  any  statute  prescribing  the  contents  of  any  such  entry,  or  even 
requiring  one.  Then,  sect.  18  enacts  that  no  entry,  nor  any 
warrant  for  the  landing  of  goods,  shall  be  deemed  valid,  unless 
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*  the  goods  shall  have  been  properly  described  in  such  entry,  by  j.  c. 
the  denominationBy  and  with  the  characters  and  circumstances,  isvs 
acoordingj  to  which  they  are  charged  with  duty :' — and  any  goods      ^^cm 

*  delivered  out  of  any  ship  or  warehouse,  by  virtue  of  any  entry  or         «• 
wairant  not  eoiresponding  in  all  such  lespects,  or  not  properly  ^'^..^^' 
describing  the  same,  shall  be  deemed  goods  landed  without  due 

entry,  and  shall  be  forfeited.'  But»  for  the  reasons  already 
assigned,  the  goods  here  were  not  properly  described  in  the  entry 
— since  they  were  not  described  or  mentioned  there  at  alL 

**  Both  statutes,  it  will  have  been  observed,  are  defective  in  their 
frame,  and  in  more  respects  than  have  been  pointed  out  in  this 
judgment;  but  enough  can  be  collected  from  them,  I  conceive,  to 
support  the  adjudication  which  I  now  make,  that  the  two  cases  or 
packages  proceeded  against  be  condemned.  And,  since  the  pro- 
secution is  thus  not  only  sustained,  but  it  appears  that  it  has  been 
induced  at  the  Bespondents'  own  instance,  the  costs  of  the  suit  must 
be  paid  by  them. 

**  As  the  matter  was  much  pressed  on  the  argument,  I  will  here 
add  my  opinion  that  the  collector  had  no  power,  under  sect  12  of 
the  CkutofM  Duties  Act,  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  entry ;  for 
that  section  dearly  appUes  only  to  cases  of  under-valuation*<-^ 
whereas  this  was  an  offence  or  error  of  a  very  different  character. 
And,  in  connection  with  this  subject,  I  would  draw  attention  to  the 
prescribed  form  of  declaration  as  to  value.  That  form  assumes, 
referring  to  the  invoices,  that  the  latter  in  all  cases  expresses  the 
value  of  the  goods.  But  an  invoice  expresses,  in  point  of  &ct^  the 
chaiged  price  simply — ^whioh  may  be  very  much  below,  or  oc- 
casionally may  be  above,  the  actual  value.  And  the  dedaiation,  I 
sufamit,  should  state  in  distinct  terms  that  the  packages  contain 
the  goods  entered,  and  no  more,  and  that  those  goods  are  correctly 
described ;  whereas,  at  present,  the  declaration  contains  no  assertion 
on  either  of  those  points.'' 

the  said  decree  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 


Mr.  Wathin  WUUams,  Q/j.,  and  .Hr.  Cohen,  for  the  Appel- 
lants:— 

When  the  entire  requirements  of  law  are  considered  as  they 
stand  in  the  two  statutes,  we  find  new  penalties  covering  part  of 
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J.  0.       the  former  groand  and  superseding  the  former  Act.    Sect.  13  of 

1873        the  Act  of  1871  imposes  a  new  penalty  for  misdescription  in  the 

j^^cB      ei^try.    But  any  misdescription  in  the  entry  must  also  be  found  in 

^*         the  declaration,  and  the  offence  intended  is  misdescription  in  the 

*  entry  and  also  in  the  declaration,  and  it  reqoires  fraudulent  intent. 

It  would  seem  then  that  the  Legislature  intended  the  new  Act  to 
supersede,  so  far,  the  old  Act,  and  it  meant  that  a  misdescription  in 
the  declaration  which  ipso  facto  subjected  the  goods  to  forfeiture 
un4er  the  old  Act  shall  no  longer  have  that  effect  unless  the 
element  of  fraud  be  present 

Here  fraud  is  neither  proTed  nor  averred ;  yet  without  this  there 
is  no  forfeiture  under  the  later  Act»  and  the  libel  charges  an 
offence  in  the  declaration  of  value,  and  does  not  complain  of  our 
passing  an  inaccurate  entry.  It  complains  of  the  declaration  only 
because  it  does  not  contain  a  correct  enumeration  of  the  goods. 
It  begins  with  a  complaint  of  a  ^  pretended  invoice/'  not  of  an 
entry. 

The  libel  does  not  charge  an  offence  under  the  Act  of  1845,  nor 
does  our  responsive  allegation  deal  with  such  a  charge.  The 
declaration  was  made  and  the  invoice  produced,  under  the  Act  of 
1871.  An  erroneous  declaration  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud, 
cause  a  forfeiture  under  that  Act.  The  responsive  allegation 
is  not  directed  to  any  charge  under  the  earlier  Act,  and  does  not 
deal  separately  with  the  different  contents  of  the  packages.  The 
judgment,  instead  of  rejecting  the  responsive  allegation,  ought 
to  have  directed  it  to  be  reformed,  and  the  Court  ought  to  have 
inquired  whether  the  goods  seized  were  goods  in  respect  of  whicli 
the  offence  had  been  committed.  Even  if  part  of  the  contents  of 
the  package  had  incurred  the  penalty  of  confiscation,  it  waa 
wrong  to  confiscate  the  whole  package.  The  language  of  ss.  25, 
82, 86,  98  of  the  Act  of  1845  confirms  the  view  that  the  words 
'^  packages  "  and  ^'  goods  "  are  not  convertible,  and  that  the  Legisla* 
ture  contemplated  the  forfeiture  only  of  the  particular  goods  in 
respect  of  which  there  might  be  omission  or  misdescription.  Omis- 
sion is  distinct  from  fraud.  If  it  had  been  a  case  of  fraud,  no 
doubt  all  the  contents  of  the  package  might  have  been  affected, 
but  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  the  forfeiture  cannot  extend  beyond 
the  particular  goods;  just  as  during  a  blockade  goods  may  be 
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seized  which  are  contraband  of  war,  but  the  rest  of  the  cargo  is  not       J.  a 
liable  to  seizure.  1873 

The  Bespondents  will  rely  on  Qraham  v.  Poeoek  (1).    In  that      i^^b 
case  the  Customs'  ordinance  of  the  Cape  of  Oood  Hope  contained  rp ^  q^ok 
proTisions  corresponding  with  sect.  18  of  the  Act  of  1845.    Cer-        — 
tain  packages  were  landed  under  an  entry  which  described  them 
as  containing  each  a  carriage,  but  the  carriages  were,  in  &ct, 
stuffed  with  corks  which  were  not  mentioned  in  the  entry.    The 
Colonial  Court  declared  the  entire  packages  confiscated,  and  this 
decision  received  the  sanction  of  the  Judicial  Committee ;  but  the 
case  was  heard  by  them  ex  parle^  and  there  was  no  direct  appeal 
before  them  on  this  point;  nor  are  all  the  provisions  of  the  Cus- 
toms' law  of  New  South  WcHee  the  same  with  those  of  the  Cape. 

It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that  the  whole  package  is  forfeited 
for  a  very  sUght  error  or  omission.  The  statutes  are  penal,  and 
must  be  strictly  construed. 

The  Atiomeif'Oeneral  (2) '  and  The  Solicitor-General  (8)  (with 
whom  were  Mr.  JE.  0.  Clarison,  and  Mr.  0.  Botffen)^  for  the 
Bespondents : — 

The  facts  shew  improper  conduct,  which  causes  a  forfeiture 
under  sect.  18  of  the  Act  of  1815.  The  particulars  of  the  quantity 
and  quality  of  the  goods  were  not  stated  in  the  bill  of  entry 
according  to  sect  16.  It  is  unnecessary  to  prove  fraud,  and  we 
do  not  go  upon  that  ground.  No  objection  to  the  pleadings  was 
taken  in  the  Court  below,  and  mere  errors  of  form  cannot  be  in- 
sisted on  here.  The  libel  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  proceeding 
under  the  Act  of  1871,  which  requires  the  averment  and  proof  of 
fraudulent  intent.  But  it  refers  to  both  Acts,  and  sufficiently 
charges  an  offence  under  the  earlier  Act,  and  all  that  is  necessary 
to  be  proved  under  the  Act  of  1845  is  folly  borne  out. 

The  goods  themselves  would  not  be  mentioned  in  the  declara- 
tion, but  in  the  schedule  annexed,  and  that  schedule  constitutes 
the  entry,  and  the  omission  in  it  is  an  offence  under  the  Act  of 
1845. 

The  entry  and  the  declaration  are  united  in  this  document :  it 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  P.  C.  345 ;  7  Moo.  P.  G.  (N.  S.)  164.         (2)  Sir  ffenry  James. 

(8)  Sir  WiUiam  ffarwurt. 
VoL-V.  8  C 


18  OASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  [I/.  R. 

J.  c.       is  at  once  the  entry  under  the  Act  of  1845  and  the  declaration 

187S       required  by  the  Act  of  1871. 

Pbikce'        ^6  lAter  Act  does  not  repeal  the  former,  but  prescribes  a  new 

Thb  Qceen.  ^^^  ^^  verification  and  an  additional  penalty,  which  applies  even 

—       in  the  case  of  goods  not  actually  landed,  but  only  where  there  has 

been  fraudulent  conduct.    The  new  Act  would  be  insensible  if  the 

machinery  of  the  older  Act  were  destroyed.    The  law  does  not 

distinguish  between  different  portions  of  the  contents  of  a  package, 

and  here  the  proper  qualities  or  the  proper  quantities  are  omitted. 

This  omission  affects  the  whole  package. 

The  question  is,  what  goods  have  been  taken  out  of  the'ship 
by  virtue  of  the  entry  ?  The  whole  package  has  been  so  taken : 
the  whole  contents,  specified  and  not  specified,  were  got  out, 
stating  only  a  part  of  them.  The  misdescription  relates  to  the 
bulk. 

There  is  no  analogy  between  the  rules  which  prevail  between 
Crown  and  subject  and  those  which  are  recognized  in  modem 
times  as  between  belligerent  and  neutral.  And  even  in  the  latter 
case,  if  contraband  of  war  be  found,  all  goods  on  board  belonging 
to  the  same  owner  may  be  seized. 

This  case  cannot  be  decided  in  favour  of  the  Appellants  with- 
out overruling  Oraham  v.  Poeodk  (1),  which  held  as  forfeited  all 
the  things  comprised  in  the  entry,  carriages  as  well  as  corks. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Bobebt  J.  Phillimobe  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Yice-Admiralty  Court  of 
New  South  Wales,  which  pronounced  two  cases  of  merchandise, 
imported  on  behalf  of  Prinee,  Ogg,  dk  Co.,  a  firm  at  Sydney,  and 
the  Appellants,  to  be  forfeited  to  Her  Majesty. 

The  Appellants  had  purchased  of  a  London  firm,  Messrs.  Weint- 
raud,  Joyee,  &  Co.,  a  quantity  of  trimmings  and  other  wares  called 
**  soft  **  goods.  They  had  also  purchased  of  another  London  firm, 
Messrs.  J.  Lyons  &  Son,  certain  trunks  and  hat  boxes. 

These  latter  articles  had  been  forwarded  in  the  same  cases  or 
packages  with  the  former,  in  accordance,  as  it  appears,  with  a 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  P.  0.  345 ;  7  Moo.  P.  C.  (N.  S.)  164. 
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<X)mmon  practice  in  the  trade,  the  **  soft"  goods  being  packed  up       J.  G 
in  the  tranks  and  boxes.                                                                         ig73 
The  invoice  from  Lyons  dk  San  was  sent  to  the  Appellants  at      p^^^ 
Sydney^  and  they  seem  to  have  been  in  possession  of  it  when  the  -     •• 
ship  arrived.    It  was  as  follows : —  


«  March  10th, 

1871. 

"J.  Lifoiud  Son, 

"London. 

"6ea.  Cloth  WellingtonR  \ 
16, 18,  20,  22,  24        J 

.        5i 

13    2    6 

1                      27    .         . 

.        5i 

0  11  10 

6  ea.  S.  L.  Eaily.  Ca  20,  22 

.       14i 

15    4    6 

2                                24  . 

.      14i 

2  18    0 

1                                28  . 

.      14J 

1  13  10 

3    eft.    Olaud    Trunks,! 
18,  22,  24,  27              J 

9 

10    4    9 

6  ea.  Hat  cases,  l'/*,  2»/i»,  3^/* 

2  12    6 

3                        4    .         . 

*.        4/3 

0  12    9 

£47    8    8 

^  To  WemlrauA,  Joyce,  &  Co." 

The  other  invoice  from  Wetntraud,  Jayee,  it  Co.,  is  dated — 

^  London,  3  &  4,  Aldermanburyf  E.O^ 
«  March  20th,  1871, 
''as  April  1st. 
''  Invoice  of  Ten  packages  marked  and  numbered  as  per  margin. 
Shipped  per '  Damascus '  @  Sydney. 
**  Messrs.  Prince,  Ogg,  db  Co. 


"655 


Bought  of  Wei/ntravd,  Joyce,  &  Co^^ 


ISdSa  invoice  contained  a  description  of  the  trimmings  and  other 

goods  contained  in  the  ten  packages  which  had  been  purchased  by 

ihe  Appellants  from  Messrs.  WeMii/rwwd^  Joyce,  &  Co.,  together 

with  the  invoice  price,  and  also  description  of  the  boxes  and 

trunks  purchased  by  the  Appellants  from  Messrs.  J.  Lyons  &  Son, 

but  did  not  mention  the  price  of  such  boxes  and  trunks ;  and  the 

total  value  appearing  by  the  invoice  to  be  the  value  of  the  goods 

3  02 
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J.  C.       therein  mentioned  was,  in  fact,  only  the  invoice  price  of  the  gooda 
1878       purchased  from  Weintraud,  Joyce,  &  Co.,  and  did  not  include  the 
FiuircB      P^^^  ^f  ^®  boxes  and  trunks  purchased  from  Messrs.  J.  Lyons  & 
Son. 

The  caseSy  or  packages,  were  ten  in  number,  five  of  which  con- 
tained the  trimmings,  and  the  trunks  and  boxes. 

About  the  8th  of  July,  1871,  all  the  ten  cases  were  entered  for 
payment  of  ad  valorem  duty  at  the  Sydney  Custom-house,  and  the 
following  declaration  was  made  by  the  agent  of  the  Appellants' 
firm : — [His  Lordship  here  stated  the  terms  of  the  declaration  (1).} 

At  the  same  time,  the  invoice  from  Weintraud  it  Co.  was 
shewn  to  the  collector  of  the  Customs,  and  was  stamped  by  him. 

The  five  cases  which  contained  the  trimmings  and  trunks  are 
those  numbered  3590-3594  inclusive,  and  were  landed  by  the- 
Appellants. 

Three  out  of  the  five  were  removed  by  the  Appellants ;  two, 
numbered  3592  and  3593,  were  examined  at  the  Queen's  ware* 
house  on  the  quay.  They  were  found  to  contain  eight  trunks  and 
twenty-one  hat  boxes  not  mentioned  in  the  declaration  or  bill  of 
entry,  and  for  which  no  ad  valorem  duty  had  been  paid,  such  duty 
being  payable  upon  them. 

They  were  seized  by  the  Custom-house  officer,  as  forfeited  ta 
the  Queen  under  the  authority  of  certain  statutes  about  to  be 
mentioned. 

Afterwards,  the  Appellants  produced  to  the  Custom-house  officer 
the  invoice  from  Lyons  &  Son,  and  tendered  duty  upon  the  value, 
which  was  refused.  They  also  applied  for  leave  to  amend  the 
entry  as  to  value,  which  was  denied;  and  it  is  admitted  the 
denial  was  lawful,  and  no  complaint  is  founded  upon  it. 

The  Appellant  took  out  a  monition  from  the  Yice-Admiralty 
Court  against  the  seizor  to  proceed  to  adjudication  on  the  two 
cases.  Objections  were  taken  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and 
overruled.  Finally,  the  proceedings  were  conducted  in  solemn 
form,  by  plea  and  proof,  and  the  seizor  brought  in  his  libel  or  in- 
formation, the  admissibility  of  which  was  not  opposed. 

The  Appellants  brought  in  a  responsive  allegation,  the  admissi* 
bility  of  which  was  opposed ;  and  the  Judge,  after  hearing  argu- 

(1)  Supra,  p.  7. 
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onentSy  delivered  a  written  sentence  rejecting  the  allegation^  and  J.  G. 
«lgo  by  interlocutory  decree  pronounced  the  two  cases  to  be  1878 
forfeited  to  the  Queen,  and  condemned  the  Appellants  in  costs.  pbotob 

It  may  be  well  to  observe  here  that  no  objection  was  taken  in  ,j,^^  qukks. 
the  Court  below  to  this  course  of  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the  — ^ 
Judge,  in  not  only  rejecting  the  responsive  allegation,  but  also  in 
adjudicating  upon  the  whole  case.  It  appears  to  have  been 
•acquiesced  in  by  both  parties,  probably  for  the  purpose  of  saving 
expense,  there  being  no  dispute  as  to  the  fiEMsts,  and  perhaps  for 
the  sake  of  facilitating  an  appeal.  Nor  has  it  been  contended 
'before  their  Lordships  that  the  sentence  was  invalid  on  this  ground. 
Their  Lordships  have,  therefore,  to  consider  both  whether  the 
-responsive  allegation  was  properly  rejected,  and  whether  the 
sentence  on  the  merits  was  right.  Substantially,  indeed,  the  two 
•  questions  are  one. 

There  are  two  colonial  statutes  on  the  true  construction  of 
which  this  case  depends :  the  Customs  BefftdoHon  Act  of  1845,  and 
the  Oudoms  Duties  Act  of  1871 : — [His  Lordship  here  stated  the 
material  parts  of  these  statutes  (1).] 

These  Acts  in  jxirt  maierid  are  very  loosely  and  carelessly 
^rawn ;  but  the  true  construction  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be 
that  the  16th  and  18th  sections  of  the  former  Act  are  not  by  im- 
plication (directly,  they  certainly  are  not)  repealed  in  tato  by  the 
iatter  Act»  the  8th  section  of  which  only  so  far  affects  the  provi- 
-  sions  in  the  former  Act  respecting  entries  of  articles  on  which  ad 
valorem  duties  are  payable,  that  it  supersedes  the  mode  of  ascer- 
taining their  value  by  a  new  mode  of  verification,  namely,  the 
production  of  the  invoice,  and  another  form  of  declaration ;  but 
-otherwise  it  leaves  the-  existing  machinery  under  the  former  Act 
respecting  entries,  untouched. 

Kow  it  is  manifest  that,  according  to  the  provisions  in  the  first 

.Act,  these  two  condemned  cases  were  not  properly  described  in 

the  entry,  on  account  of  the  omission  of  the  trunks  and  boxes, 

that  they  were  ^  goods  landed  without  due  entry ,**  and  therefore 

--'forfeited." 

(It  has  been  contended  that  the  error  was  in  the  decHaralion 

(1)  SuprOf  p.  3. 
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J.  c.  and  not  in  the  entry,  and  that  an  erroneous  declaration  does  not 
ig73  enure  to  the  forfeiture  of  the  goods ;  but  in  their  Lordships'  opinion 
PBDfCB  ^^  ^'^^  ^  ^  ^®  entry;  for  although  there  appears  to  be  na 
separate  bill  of  entry,  they  think  the  document  called  the  dedara* 
tion  contains  in  it  the  entry.  The  declaration  appeais,  for  the  sake 
of  oonTenience,  to  be  written  on  the  same  paper ;  but  although,  in 
form,  there  is  one  instrument  only,  the  document  in  substance 
contains  both  the  bill  of  entry  and  the  declaration,  and  must  be 
treated  as  containing  both  in  considering  whether  the  proyisions  of 
the  statute  have  been  complied  with. 

It  has  also  been  contended  that,  at  any  rate,  the  confiscation  of 
the  whole  of  the  packages,  including  the  trimmings  and  goods  of 
that  kind,  was  wrong,  inasmuch  as  the  entry  of  them  was  not 
incorrect,  and  that  the  wrong  entry  or  non-entry  of  the  trunks  and 
boxes  cannot  contaminate  the  other  goods,  and  the  forfeiture 
ought  to  have  been  confined  to  the  trunks  and  boxes.  Their 
Lordships  are  of  a  different  opinion.  They  think  that  under  the 
bill  of  entry  must  be  included  every  package  that  was  landed ; 
and  that,  although  a  bill  of  entry  may  contain  more  than  one 
''entry"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  no  entry  can  cover  less- 
than  one  entire  package.  The  Custom-house  officer  does  not  open 
the  package,  and  every  package  must  correspond  with  the  mark  or 
number  in  the  manifest  of  the  master. 

Their  Lordships  have  considered  a  former  decision  of  this  Court 
in  the  case  of  Oraham  v.  Pocoek  (1),  in  which  the  drcumstancea 
were  the  converse  of  those  in  the  present  case ;  and  they  conceive 
this  ruling  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  principle  laid  down  in  that 
judgment. 

There  yet  remains  to  be  considered  the  argument  arising  upon 
the  pleadings  in  this  case. 

It  is  contended  that  the  libel  did  not  sufficiently  or  distinctly 
allege  the  law  under  which  the  goods  are  to  be  forfeited :  that  it^ 
in  fact,  laid  no  charge  under  the  Act  of  1845,  but  simply  one  of 
fraudulent  misdescription  and  wilfully  Mae  declaration  under  the 
13th  section  of  the  second  Act ;  that  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below 
acquitted  the  Appellants  of  these  charges,  and  that  they  are  now 

(1)  7  Moo.  P.  C.  (N.S.)  164;  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  845. 
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abandoned,  but  that  if  they  are  not  abandoned  the  responBive  J.O. 
allegation  being  exdosiyely  directed  to  rebutting  these  charges,  1873 
ought  to  have  been  admitted  to  proof.  Pbutcb 

In  the  first  place,  it  seems  clear  that  this  objection  was  not  set  rp ^^  qobkn. 
up  in  the  Court  below,  but  that  the  whole  question  and  the  con-       — 
struction  of  both  Statutes  were  fully  discussed  by  both  parties. 

In  the  next  place  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  this  objec- 
tion is  otherwise  not  maintainable. 

It  is,  indeed,  unfortunately  true  that  the  libel  is  very  ill  drawn, 
and  is  much  wanting  in  perspicuity  and  precision ;  and  it  would 
have  been  competent  to  the  Appellants  to  have  objected  to  its 
admissibility,  and  caused  it  to  be  reformed  on  these  grounds,  but 
they  did  not  take  this  course. 

In  the  libel,  however,  both  statutes  are  mentioned,  and  facts  and 
charges  are  alleged  in  a  manner  to  support  a  case  under  both 
statutes  or  either.  It  may  also  be  observed  that  the  Grown  could 
scarcely  have  intended  to  rely  on  the  latter  statute  only ;  the 
charge  of  fraudulent  mis-description  and  wilful  falsity  is  not  laid  in 
the  libel  as  it  should  have  been  if  it  was  intended  to  rely  upon 
these  charges  as  a  ground  of  forfeiture,  under  the  13th  section  of 
the  second  Act. 

Upon  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  below  ought  not  to  be  disturbed,  and  they  will 
humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  it  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  that 
the  Bespondents  are  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this  appeaL 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Parker  &  Clarice. 
Solicitor  for  the  Respondent :  F,  H.  DyJce,  Esq.,  Her  Majedtfe 
Proeurator-Oeneral. 
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Appellant  ; 


JO*      JAMES    NEWNHAM    BLACKMORE    (the 

1873  nominal  Defendant  appointed  by  the  Governor 

Nov,  12, 13.       of  Her  Majesty's  Province  of  South  Australia 

and  the  Dependencies  thereof,  (Defendant)    . 

AKD 

THE   NORTH   AUSTRALIAN    COMPANY,) 
LIMITED  (Plaintiffs) J 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  SOUTH  AUSTRALIA 


Respondents. 


Cohniai  Act — Statutory  Obligation — Be/und  of  Purchaa&'Money. 

A  Colonial  Government  having,  under  a  Cobnial  Act,  invited  applications 
for  Orders  which  should  entitle  the  holders  to  receive  within  five  years  allot- 
ments of  land  surveyed  hy  the  Government  for  the  purpose,  A»  obtained 
and  paid  for  several  such  Orders.  Five  years  elapsed  without  any  land  having 
been  allotted  to  A,  Before  the  expiration  of  the  five  years  an  Amending  Act 
was  passed  whereby  holders  of  Orders  under  the  earlier  Act  were  enabled, 
but  were  not  required,  on  application  within  nine  months  to  receive  certain 
allotments  in  lieu  of  those  secured  to  them  under  the  earlier  Act : — 

Hddf  that  the  Government  had  entered  into  a  positive  contract  to  survey 
within  five  years,  and  that  A.  on  giving  up  the  Orders  was  entitled  to  a  refund 
of  principal  and  interest  from  the  time  of  payment. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  three  judgments  or  decisions  of  the 
Supreme  C!ourt  of  South  Australia. 

The  facts  were  as  follow : — 

In  the  year  1863  a  large  tract  of  land,  situate  to  the  north  of 
the  colony  of  South  Australia^  and  previously  unexplored,  un- 
settled, and  uncivilised  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Northern 
Territory),  was,  by  letters  patent  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen,  an- 
nexed to  the  colony  of  South  Australia  for  the  purposes  of  coloniza- 
tion and  settlement  as  the  Gbvemor  of  South  Australia,  by  and  witli 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  Legislative  Council  and  House  of 
Assembly  of  the  province  in  Parliament  assembled,  should  enact. 

A  statute  of  the  Colonial  Legislature  of  South  Australia  was 
accordingly  passed  in  the  year  1863  (26  &  27  Vict,  a  23).  It  is 
intituled  '^  An  Act  for  regulating  the  sale  or  other  disposal  of  waste 

*  Present : — ^Lord  Fekzakce,  Sib  Jambs  W.  Golyile,  Sib  Babkeb  Pbacock, 
Sib  Moktagub  E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Gollieb. 
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lands  of  the  Crown  lately  annexed  to  the  proviDce  of  Soulh  Australia,  j.  o. 

and  for  other  purposes;"    and  is  commonly  known  as  ''The  1S78 

Northern  Territory  Act,  1863."  BiI^orh 

The  statute  contains  the  followins:  provisions : —  ..  v* 

Sect  2 :  "  Notwithstanding  anything  contained  in  the  said  Act  '^ooSJSy* 

No.  5  of  21  Vict  and  No.  18  of  1858,  500,000  acres  of  the  waste       

lands  of  the  Grown,  being  country  lots,  and  1562  town  lots  (such 
town  lots  to  contain  half  an  acre  or  thereabouts),  within  the  said 
territory,  may  be  sold  by  private  contract  at  the  prices  and  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned/' 

Sect.  3 :  *'  The  Grovemor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
Executive  Council,  shall  appoint  an  officer  in  London  and  an  officer 
in  Adelaide,  who  shall,  on  certain  days  to  be  fixed  by  the  Governor, 
with  the  advice  and  consent  aforesaid,  by  proclamation  in  the 
€lovemment  Gazette,  open  an  office  in  London  and  Adelaide  re- 
spectively for  the  receipt  of  applications  from  persons  desirous  of 
becoming  purchasers  of  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  last  clause, 
and  such  offices  respectively  shall  remain  open  for  the  receipt  of 
such  applications  as  aforesaid  for  twenty-eight  days  after  the  first 
day  named  for  receiving  such  applications,  subject  to  the  list  being 
closed  at  an  earlier  period  in  accordance  with  the  regulations  here- 
inafter authorized  to  be  made ;  and  immediately  after  the  expira- 
tion of  such  periods  such  officers  shall,  in  manner  hereinafter 
provided,  proceed  to  allot  to  the  persons  applying  the  land  so 
applied  for  at  the  rate  of  78.  6(2.  per  acre,  and,  on  compliance  with 
the  said  regulations  as  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  payment  or 
otherwise,  shall  issue  to  such  persons  preliminary  land  orders, 
which  shall  state  the  number  of  acres  and  town  lots  sold  and 
authorized  to  be  selected*** 

Sect  4 :  ^  The  mode  of  allotment  of  lands  so  applied  for  shall 
be  as  follows : — 

'*  L  125,000  acres  of  country  and  781  town  lots  shall  only  be 
allotted  by  the  officer  in  London,  and  the  like  quantity  by  the 
officer  in  Adelaide,  under  Clause  3." 

Sect  6 :  *'  Every  preliminary  land  order,  or  land  order  issued 
under  the  preceding  clause,  shall  entitle  the  purchaser  or  his  trans- 
feree  or  nominee,  within  five  years  from  the  date  thereof,  to  select 
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J.  a  from  and  out  of  the  surveyed  country  lands  in  the  said  territory 

1873  the  particular  land  whereof  he  will  become  the  purchaser ;  and 

Blacuiobe  ^P^^  b^^^  selection  being  notified  to  the  (rOTemment  resident  or 

^  ^'  other  officer  to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  production  of 

Australian  such  land  order,  the  said  resident  or  such  officer  as  aforesaid  shall 

C^OX  PAN  Y 

—  '  deliyer  to  such  purchaser,  transferee,  or  nominee,  a  yalid  grant  of 
the  fee  simple  of  the  land  so  selected :  Provided  that  all  holders  of 
preliminary  land  orders,  or  land  orders  held  over  the  aforesaid  five 
years,  shall  be  entitled  to  tender  the  said  preliminary  land  order 
or  land  order  in  lieu  of  the  amount  of  its  original  cost  in  payment 
of  the  purchase-money  of  land  within  the  said  territory  under  the 
Crown  lands*  regulations  for  the  time  being/* 

Sect  11 :  ''The  Governor,  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the 
executive  council  may  from  time  to  time  make,  vary,  and  alter 
such  rules  as  may  be  necessary  for  regulating  the  terms,  period,  or 
mode  of  leasing  or  occupation,  or  the  disposal  by  sale  of  the  said 
waste  lands  of  the  Grown,  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  pur- 
chase-money may  be  paid,  the  mode  and  order  of  selecting  land 
by  persons  holding  land  orders  as  aforesaid,  the  mode  of  keeping 
the  accounts,  and  when  and  in  what  manner  such  accounts  shall 
be  audited,  and  generally  make  all  and  every  such  regulations  as 
to  him  may  seem  necessary  and  proper  to  carry  out  and  give  effect 
to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  all  such  regulations  when  pub- 
lished in  the  Government  Gazette  shall  have  the  force  of  law." 

In  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Northern  Territory  Act, 
1863,  rules  and  regulations  necessary  for  working  the  Act  were 
duly  made  and  published  in  the  South  Australian  Government 
Gazette  of  the  26th  day  of  November,  1863. 

Those  portions  of  the  regulations  which  are  material  to  the 
present  appeal  are  as  follow  :— 

''  8.  Every  such  application  must  be  for  160  acres  of  country 
land  and  one  town  lot,  or  for  some  multiple  thereof,  in  the  form  or 
to  the  effect  set  forth  in  the  schedule  hereto  annexed,  marked  A, 
to  be  signed  by  the  applicant  and  accompanied  by  a  deposit  receipt 
for  £20  for  each  and  every  lot  of  160  acres  so  applied  for,  as  part 
payment  of  the  purchase-money,  and  the  balance  must  be  paid 
within  fourteen  days  from  the  day  of  allotment ;  but  if  the  appli- 
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cant  shall  neglect  to  pay  the  balance  as  aforesaid^  his  deposit  shall       J.  c. 
be  actually  forfeited,  and  the  land  so  allotted  may  be  re-sold  without       i873 

'^^^^^  Blagkmobe 

**  4.  The  ofiBcer  in  London  and  the  ofBcer  in  Adelaide  will  each      ^^  ^• 

North 

have  power  to  keep  his  ofiSce  open  daily  from  ten  o'clock  A.M.  to  Austbauak 

three  o'clock  f  Ji.  for  twenty-eight  days  after  the  1st  day  of  March^       

1864,  for  receiving  applications  for  the  125,000  acres  of  country 
land  and  781  town  lots  authorized  to  be  sold  under  Clause  3  of  the 
Act,  or  to  declare  the  list  closed  at  an  earlier  period  as  soon  as  he 
shall  have  receiyed  applications  from  781  applicants. 

**  5.  In  case  the  whole  quantity  of  the  first  125,000  acres  of 
country  land  and  781  town  lots  is  not  applied  for  either  in  London 
or  Adelaide  during  the  time  within  which  applications  may  be 
receiyed,  the  remainder  must  be  withdrawn,  and  cannot  be  offered 
again  at  less  than  129.  per  acre,  pursuant  to  the  Act 

**  6.  As  soon  as  the  lists  of  applications  for  the  first  125,000 
acres  of  country  land  and  781  town  lots  are  closed  the  officers 
shall,  after  giving  seven  days'  notice  by  public  advertisement,  pro- 
ceed, at  the  appointed  times  and  places,  to  allot  to  each  applicant 
160  acres  of  country  land  and  one  town  lot»  and  the  remainder  (if 
any)  shall  be  allotted  pro  rata  according  to  the  quantity  applied 
for  by  each  applicant  in  excess  of  160  acres ;  provided  that  every 
such  allotment  jpro  ro^  shall  be  160  acres  of  country  land  and  one 
town  lot,  or  some  multiple  thereof. 

'^7.  On  the  allotment  of  the  land  sold  under  Clause  3  being 
completed  and  the  balance  of  purchase-money  being  paid,  the 
officers  shall  respectively  issue  in  duplicate  preliminary  land 
orders  to  the  persons  entitled  to  receive  them,  which  prelimi- 
nary land  orders  shall  each  be  for  one  lot  of  country  land  of  160 
acres  and  one  half-acre  block  of  town  land. 

**  14.  All  purchase-money  payable  in  London  under  the  Act  shall 
be  paid  to  the  Agent-General  of  South  Australia  or  his  order,  and 
all  purchase-money  payable  in  Adelaide  under  the  Act  shall  be 
payable  to  the  treasurer  of  South  Australia  or  his  order.. 

^  15.  On  the  arrival  of  the  Government  fieaident  in  tbe  new  ter- 
ritory the  site  of  the  principal  town  will  be  determined  and  sur- 
veyed, and  the  plan  of  the  town  mapped  out  in  half-acre  lots  and 
exhibited  for  public  inspection,  when  a  general  meeting  of  the 
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J.  0.       holders  of  the  preliminary  land  orders,  or  their  agents,  shall  be 

1878        held  at  such  principal  town,  snoh  meetiDg  not  to  take  place  earlier 
Blaokmobi  than  the  Ist  of  September,  1864 ;  and  the  order  in  which  they 

North      ^^^  select  their  town  land  shall  then  be  decided  by  lot,  and  the 
AuBTBALiAN  sclection  shall  forthwith  be  made  under  the  superintendence  of 

^^~~  '  the  Government  Resident,  who  shall,  after  such  selection,  reserve 
a  sufficient  number  of  town  lots  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
the  holders  of  such  outstanding  preliminary  land  orders  as  shall 
not  have  been  exercised  at  feuch  meeting ;  and  from  the  lots  thus 
reserved  the  holders  of  such  preliminary  land  orders  may  make 
selection  in  the  order  in  which  they  may  apply  for  the  same. 

''  16.  When  the  surveys  of  country  land  have  been  completed  to 
a  sufficient  extent  another  general  meeting  of  the  holders  of  the 
preliminary  land  orders,  or  of  their  agents,  shall  be  held  not 
earlier  than  the  day  aforesaid,  when  the  order  in  which  they  shall 
select  their  country  lands  shall  be  decided  by  lot ;  and  the  selec- 
tion in  the  order  of  choice  must  be  made,  under  the  superintendence 
of  the  Government  Besident^  within  one  month  &om  the  date  of 
the  holding  of  such  meeting,  and  any  selection  not  made  in  the 
order  of  choice  by  the  holders  of  preliminary  land  orders  within 
that  time  may  be  made  at  any  time  within  five  years  from  the 
date  of  the  preliminary  land  order,  but  will  not  be  entitled  to 
any  preference  over  land  orders. 

"  17.  The  selection  of  lands  under  land  orders  may  be  made 
from  any  surveyed  lands  open  for  selection  after  the  expiration  of 
one  month  ftom  the  date  of  the  first  selection  under  preliminary 
land  orders,  and  in  the  order  in  which  application  is  made  for  the 

same. 

"  Schedule  A. 

**  Form  of  Application. 

**  To  ,  the  officer  appointed  for  the  sale  of  land  nnder  the 

Northern  Territory  Act  of  South  Auriralia. 

**  Sir, — ^Having  paid  to  the  sum  of  ,  the  receipt  for 

which  is  forwarded  herewith,  I  hereby  request  you  will  allot  me 
acres  of  country  land  and  town  lots  authorized  to  be 

sold,  at  7«.  6d.  per  acre,  under  Clause  3  of  the  NorOiem  Territory 
Act  of  South  Australia ;  and  I  hereby  agree  to  accept  snch  land 
pursuant  to  the  said  Act  and  the  regulations  issued  nnder  the 
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authority  thereof,  or  any  smaller  qoantity  of  land  not  being  less  J-  0. 

than  160  acres  and  one  town  lot  that  may  be  allotted  to  me.   And  1873 

I  farther  agree  to  pay  the  balance  of  parchase-money,  and  to  con-  blaokmokk 

form  in  all  respects  to  the  terms  of  the  said  regulations.  nobtb 

"  I  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant,  .^tbauan 

[Signature.]"  — 

Afterwards  Qregory  Searle  Walters,  Esq.,  the  Agent-General  of 
SouO^  Australia,  was  duly  appointed  the  officer  in  London  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Northern  Territory  Act  and  the  said  rules  and 
regulations,  and  on  the  1st  day  of  March,  1864,  he  duly  opened 
an  office  in  London  for  the  receipt  of  applications  from  intending 
purchasers  of  lands. 

The  applications  and  payments  having  fallen  short  of  expecta- 
tion, certain  persons,  with  the  approbation  of  Mr.  Waiters,  as  such 
agent,  proposed  to  form  a  company  for  the  purchasing  of  all  such 
allotments  as  the  public  might  decline  to  take,  and  for  other  pur- 
poses in  connection  with  this  matter; 

Before  the  closing  of  the  list  of  applications  in  London  for  the 
first  125,000  acres  of  country  land  and  781  town  lots,  as  provided 
in  the  4th  regulation,  the  promoters  and  some  of  the  first  directors 
of  the  intended  company,  which  had  not  then  been  registered  or 
incorporated,  on  behalf  of  the  company,  signed  and  delivered  at 
Mr.  WaMenfs  office  an  application  in  the  words  and  figures  fol- 
lowing : — 

''  BueklerAury,  29th  March,  1864. 

"  Sir, — ^We  beg  to  forward  you  herewith  a  cheque  on  the  Imperial 
Bank,  Limited,  for  £8000  for  the  purchase  of  lands — town  and 
country  lots — ^in  the  Northern  Territory  of  8ovdh  Australia. 

''  It  is  to  be  understood  that  the  demands  of  private  individuals 
shall  be  satisfied  before  you  allot  any  lands  upon  this  application." 

^  We  are,  Sir,  your  very  obedient  servants, 

<'  (Signed)        A.  S.  Elder  "  [with  four  others]. 
"  G.  a.  Walters,  Esq., 
'^Agent-General  for  SotUh  Australia, 
«  5,  OopthaU  Court,  London,  E.Cr 
And  the  same,  together  with  a  cheque  for  £8000,  signed  by  the 
same  persons,  was  duly  received  by  Mr.  Walters. 
It  appeared  by  the  documentary  evidence  in  the  cause  that  the 
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J.  0.       terms  upon  which  the  promoters  offered,  and  the  Agent-Greneral, 
1873        with  the  consent  and  acquiescence  of  the  Colonial  Government  of 
Blacrmobe   South  Australia^  accepted  the  proposals  of  the  promoters,  were 
No^RTH      *^»*  ^'^w  letter  and  deposit  were  to  be  taken  as  an  appUcation  and 
Australian  deposit  made  nnder  the  said  Northern  Territory  Ad  and  re^a- 
—        tions  on  behalf  of  a  company  formed  but  not  registered,  for  so 
much  of  the  land  included  in  the  third  rule  or  regulation  as  should 
not  be  applied  for  otherwise  than  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Re- 
spondents. 

After  the  application,  but  previously  to  any  allotment  of  land 
(namely,  on  the  26th  day  of  Apnl,  1864),  the  applicants,  the 
present  Bespondents,  became  registered  and  incorporated  as  a 
company  in  England,  with  limited  liability,  under  the  Companies 
Act,  1862,  and  duly  notified  the  fact  to  Mr.  Walters,  requesting 
him  at  the  same  time  to  insert  their  name  in  lieu  of  the  names  of 
the  promoters,  in  the  needful  documents,  and  to  accept  the  cheque 
of  the  Bespondent  Company  for  £6560  in  lieu  of  the  cheque  for 
£8000  given  as  a  deposit  as  aforesaid. 

The  said  sum  of  £6560  was  the  exact  amount  of  the  deposit 
payable  for  the  lots  of  land  (being  328)  not  applied  for  by  the 
public*,  and  was  accepted  by  Mr.  Walters  on  behalf  of  the  Govern- 
ment of  South  Australia  in  lieu  of  the  said  cheque  for  £8000, 
which  was  cancelled  by  Mr.  Walters.  The  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, amounting  to  £13,181  lOs.,  was  afterwards  (that  is 
to  say,  on  the  28th  of  April,  1864)  received  from  the  Bespondent 
company  by  Mr.  Walters,  and  on  the  23rd  day  of  December,  1864, 
the  preliminary  land  orders  for  the  328  lots  so  purchased  by  the 
Bespondents  were  signed  and  issued  to  the  Bespondents  by  Mr. 
Walters.  The  said  two  sums  of  £6560  and  £13,181  10s.  were 
duly  received  by  the  Government  of  South  Australia. 

Varying  only  the  number  in  each  case,  the  said  328  preliminary 
land  orders  issued  to  the  Bespondents  were  in  the  following  form : — 

«  South  Australian  Northern  Territory  Preliminary  Land  Order. 

Fart  1.    Original. 
«  (No.  454.) 

"  In  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Northern  Territory  Act, 
the  North  Australian  Company^  Limited,  of  4,  AdanCs  Court,  hath 
paid  for  one  lot  of  land,  consisting  of  a  town  section  of  half  an 
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acre  or  thereabouts,  and  a  country  section  of  160  acres,  with  a  J.  C. 

right  of  priority  of  choice,  as  provided  in  the  regulations  passed  1873 

in  pursuance  of  the  prorisions  of  the  said  Act    So  soon  as  the  blackmore 

said  land  shall  have  been  selected,  you  are  to  put  him,  his  agent,  ^  ^' 

or  assigns,  into  possession  thereof,  and  to  procure  a  grant  thereof  Australiait 

to  be  made  to  him,  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  subject  to  the  laws  and  — ^^ 

regulations  of  the  province  of  South  Australia.    This  preliminary 

land  order  is  issued  in  duplicate,  and  upon  presentation  of  either 

copy  the  other  will  become  void.    Dated  in  London  this  23rd  day 

of  December,  1864. 

''  O.  S.  Walters,  Agent-General. 

"*  Entered,  Thomas  F.  Smiih. 

**  To  the  Grovemment  Resident  appointed  under 

the  Northern  Territory  Aet" 

At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Northern  Territory  Ad,  1863, 
no  country  lands  had  been  surveyed  in  the  Northern  Territory 
therein  referred  to. 

On  the  24ih  day  of  November,  1868,  an  Act  was  passed  to 
amend  the  said  Northern  Territory  Act  of  1863. 

The  preamble  recites  that — 

**  Whereas,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Northern  Territory  Act, 
preliminary  land  orders  and  land  orders  have  been  issued  to  various 
persons,  entitling  the  purchaser,  or  his  transferee  or  nominee, 
^thin  five  years  from  the  date  of  such  preliminary  land  orders  or 
land  orders  respectively,  to  select  certain  lands  as  in  the  said  Act 
is  more  particularly  mentioned.  And  whereas  the  purchasers  of 
such  preliminary  land  orders  or  land  orders  respectively,  or  the 
transferees  or  nominees  of  such  purchasers,  may  not  have  an  oppor- 
tunity within  such  period  of  five  years  of  exercising  their  rights 
thereunder  in  selecting,  from  and  out  of  the  surveyed  country 
lands  in  the  said  Northern  Territory,  the  particular  lands  of  which 
they  will  become  the  purchasers,  by  reason  of  a  sufficient  quantity  of 
land  from  which  selections  can  be  made  not  having  been  surveyed 
vrithin  the  said  Northern  Territory ;  and  it  is  therefore  desirable 
to  extend  the  time  within  which  such  purchasers,  transferees,  or 
nominees  may  exercise  their  right  of  selection  as  aforesaid ;  and  it 
is  also  desirable  to  compensate  them  for  the  delay  which  must 
occur  in  the  completion  of  the  necessary  surveys  by  allowing  the 
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J.  0.       purchaser  of  every  preliminary  land  order  or  laud  order  as  afore* 
1878       saidy  or  the  transferee  or  nominee  of  any  such  purchaser,  to  select, 

BLAWfom  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  i^  ^A^  behalf  hereinafter  limited,  an  area  of 
^^  ^-         320,  acres  of  land  for  and  in  lieu  of  every  160  acres  of  land  which, 

NOBTH  , 

AiTBTBAUAir  by  any  such  preliminary  land  order  or  land  order  as  aforesaid,  he 
'    is  entitled  to  select." 

And  it  is,  among  other  things,  enacted  that — 

Sect  2 :  ^'  Save  in  so  far  as  the  same  is  amended  by  this  Act, 
the  said  Northern  Territory  Act  shall  be  incorporated  and  read 
and  construed  herewith  as  forming  one  Act." 

Sect.  4 :  **  The  purchaser  of  any  preliminary  land  order  or  land 
order  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Northern  Territory  Act^  or 
the  transferee  or  nominee  of  any  such  purchaser,  shall  be  entitled, 
within  five  years  from  the  passing  hereof,  to  select,  from  and  out 
of  the  surveyed  country  lands  in  the  said  territory,  the  particular 
lands  of  which  he  will  become  the  purchaser ;  and  in  such  selec- 
tion such  purchaser,  transferee,  or  nominee  shall  be  entitled  to 
select  an  area  of  320  acres  of  country  land  for  and  in  lieu  of  every 
160  acres  of  country  land  which  he  would,  within  the  period  of  five 
years  from  the  date  of  any  such  preliminary  land  order  or  land 
order,  have  been  entitled  to  select  thereunder;  and  upon  such 
selection  being  notified  to  the  Government  Besident  or  other  officer 
to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose,  and  production  of  such  prelimi- 
nary land  order  or  land  order,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  said  Besident 
or  such  officer  as  aforesaid  shall  deliver  to  such  purchaser,  trans* 
feree,  or  nominee,  a  valid  grant  of  the  fee  simple  of  the  land  so 
selected,"  &c. 

Sect  5 :  '*  Notwithstanding  anything  herein  contained,  the  pur- 
chaser of  any  such  preliminary  land  order  or  land  order  as  afore- 
said shall  not,  nor  shall  the  transferee  or  nominee  of  any  such 
purchaser,  be  entitled  to  select  a  larger  area  than  160  acres  of 
country  land,  unless  such  purchaser  or  transferee  shall,  within 
nine  months  from  the  passing  hereof  by  a  notice  in  writing  to  the 
Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands  and  Immigration,  signify  his  inten- 
tion to  accept  the  increased  area  of  320  acres,  as  provided  by  the 
4th  section  of  this  Act,  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all 
claims  and  demands  under  all  preliminary  land  orders  or  land 
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ordeiB  respeotiyely  held  by  him  at  the  date  of  such  notice ;  and  J.  0. 
sach  notice  shall  be  in  the  form  or  to  the  effect  following^  that  is  1873 
TO  say :—  Blaooiobb 

**  To  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands  and  Immigration.  Nokth 

«  Sir,— I  [name  at  fvU  length],  of  [place  of  abode  and  descrip-  ^oSSiS^ 
Hon],  being  the  purchaser  [or  transferee]  of  a  preliminary  land  — 
order  [or  preliminary  land  orders]  No.  [or  land  order  or  land 
orders  No.  ],  under  the  provisions  of  the  Northern  Territory 
Aetf  do  hereby  give  you  notice  that  it  is  my  intention,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  Northern  Territory  Amendment 
Ad,  1868,  to  accept  an  increased  area  of  land,  containing  320 
acres  of  country  land,  for  and  in  lieu  of  every  160  acres  of  country 
land  which,  under  and  by  virtue  of  such  preliminary  land  order 
{or  preliminary  land  orders,  or  land  order  or  land  orders,  as  the 
rase  may  be],  I  am  entitled  to  select ;  and  I  hereby  agree  that  I 
•will  accept  the  said  increased  area  in  full  satisfEkction  and  dischaige 
of  all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever  in  respect  of  such  country 
land  under  or  by  virtue  of  such  preliminary  land  order  [or  pre- 
liminary land  orders,  or  land  order  or  land  orders,  as  the  case  may 
ife\,  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  other  preliminary  land  orders  or 
land  orders  respectively  now  held  by  me. 

"Dated  this  day  of  ,186    . 

"  And  such  preliminary  land  orders  or  land  orders  respectively 
shall  not  be  deemed  or  taken  to  confer,  or  to  have  conferred,  upon 
any  purchaser  or  transferee  giving  such  notice  any  estate,  right, 
4itle,  or  privilege  whatsoever  otherwise  than  as  is  provided  by  the 
4th  section  of  this  Act." 

At  the  expiration  of  five  years  from  the  23rd  day  of  December, 
1864  (the  date  of  the  said  preliminary  land  orders),  the  site  for 
the  principal  town  had  not  been  determined  on,  or  surveyed,  or 
^mapped  out  in  half-acre  lots,  and  exhibited  for  public  iospection, 
nor  had  there  been  any  general  meeting  of  the  holders^of  prelimi- 
nary land  orders,  as  required  by  the  rules  and  regulations. 

The  Bespondents  never  claimed  to  be  entitled  to  the  larger 
allotments  of  land  mentioned  in  the  4th  section  of  the  Norihem 
ITerrUory  Amendment  Act,  1868,  in  lieu  of  the  allotments  men- 
tioned in  the  328  preliminary  land  orders  held  by  them,  nor  did 
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J.  C.       ihey  ever  giye  snch  notice  as  is  mentioned  in  the  5th  section  of 
1873       the  NcrOitem  Territory  Amendment  Aot. 
Blaokmobe       ^  March,  1870,  the  Bespondents  presented  a  petition  to  Sir 
NoBTH      •^^f'^^  JPeiyuMOfi,  the  Grovemor  of  South  Australioj  whereby,  after 
AusTBAUAN  all^png  that  they  had  been  depriyed  of  the  benefit  of  the  said 
—  '    preliminaiy  land  orders,  and  that  the  Local  Gbyemment  of  South 
Australia  was  indebted  to  them  for  the  money  they  had  so  as 
aforesaid  paid  with  interest,  they  prayed  his  Excellency  to  grant 
the  redress  to  which  they  claimed  to  be  entitled,  and  for  a  refer- 
ence of  their  said  petition  to  the  Supreme  Conrt  for  trial,  and  for 
the  appointment  of  some  person  to  be  a  nominal  Defendant  in  the 
matter  thereof,  in  accordance  with  the  proyisions  of  the  Claimants 
BditfAct  of  1853  (1). 
The  Goyemor  thereupon  referred  the  said  petition  for  trial  to 


(1)  By  an  Act  passed  in  1853,  and 
known  as  the  Claimants  Bdirf  Act 
(No.  6  of  1853),  it  is  enacted  that— 

(Sect  1)  **  bi  all  cases  of  dispute  or 
difference  touching  any  pecuniary  daim 
between  any  subject  of  Her  Majesty 
and  the  Colonial  Govemment  of  the 
proTinoe  of  8<mlh  Aw/trulia  whidi  may 
have  arisen,  or  may  hereafter  arise, 
within  the  said  province,  it  shall  and 
may  he  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons 
having  snch  disputes  or  differences  to 
present  a  petition  to  the  lieutenant- 
Govemor  for  the  time  being  of  the  said 
province,  setting  forth  the  particulars 
of  the  claim  of  such  petitioner  or  peti- 
tioners, to  which  petition  there  shall 
be  attached  a  certificate  from  some 
practinng  barrister  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  said  province  to  the  effect 
that  such  petitioner  or  petitioners  has 
or  have,  in  the  opinion  of  such  bar- 
rister, a  proper  case  for  redress  or  cause 
of  complaint  against  such  Local  Govern- 
ment, which  petition  shall,  within  four- 
teen days  from  the  presentation  thereof, 
be  referred  by  the  Governor  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  said  province 
for  trial  by  a  jury  or  otherwise,  as 
such  a  Court  shall  after  such   re- 


ference direct"  (With  a  proviso  re- 
serving claims  that  may  affect  the  royal 
prerogative.) 

And  also  that — 

(Sect  2)  *"  At  the  time  of  such  re- 
ference for  trial  as  aforesaid  the  Go- 
vernor shall  name  some  person  or 
persons  to  be  a  nominal  Defendant  or 
Defendants  in  the  matter  of  such  peti- 
tion, the  petitioner  or  petitioners  being 
the  Plaintiff  or  Plaintifis  thendn." 
(With  a  proviso  saving  the  personal 
liability  of  the  nominal  Defendant) 

And  also  that — 

(Sect  4)  '*  The  said  Supreme  Court 
shall  and  may  make  such  rules  or 
orders  for  the  regulation  of  the  pro- 
ceedings on  any  such  petition  as  to 
such  Court  shall  seem  necessary,  and 
the  parties  thereto  shall  have  the  same 
rights,  either  by  way  of  appeal,  rehear- 
ing, motion  for  reversal  of  verdicts^  or 
otherwise,  as  in  ordinaiy  cases  of  law 
or  equity." 

And  also  that — 

(Sect.  6)  *'  Costs  of  suit  shall  follow 
on  either  side,  as  in  ordinary  cases  be- 
tween suitois,  any  law  or  practice  to* 
the  contrary  notwithstanding." 
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the  Supreme  Courts  and  nominated  the  Appellant  to  be  a  nominal       J.  C. 

Defendant  to  defend  the  same.  1873 

On  the  8rd  of  May,  1870,  the  Supreme  Court  ordered  that  the  bla^obe 

Petitioners  should  be  at  liberty  to  issue  a  writ  against  the  Appel-      jgj' 

lant,  and  that  thereupon  the  proceedings  should  be  in  the  form  of  ArsfTBALiAK 

an  ordinary  action  at  common  law,  and  conducted  in  like  manner.       — 
Accordingly  the  Bespondents,  on  the  5th  day  of  May,  1870, 

issued  a  writ  firom  the  said  Supreme  Court  against  the  Appellant ; 

and  on  the  23rd  day  of  August,  1870,  they  delivered  their  decla- 
ration and  particulars  of  demand. 

The  declaration,  after  setting  forth  the  facts  of  the  case  as 
aboye  stated,  alleged  that  fire  years  after  the  date  of  the  said 
preliminary  order  there  were  no  surveyed  country  lands  in  the 
said  territory  ready  for  selection,  and  the  Colonial  Groyemment  of 
South  Aiutralia  did  not  cause  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  quantity 
of  country  land  to  be  surveyed  in  the  said  territory,  wherefrom  the 
Plaintiffs  could  select  the  160  acres  of  country  land  referred  to  in 
the  said  prelinunary  land  order,  and  did  not  cause  the  site  of  the 
prindpal  town  of  the  said  territory  to  be  detennined  or  surveyed. 
And  further,  that  the  said  Colonial  Government  of  Sctdh  Au^rdUa 
wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  perform  on  their  part  the  contract 
for  sale  to  the  Plaintiffs,  in  the  terms  therein  mentioned,  of  the 
said  160  acres  of  countiy  land  and  one  town  lot,  whereby  the 
Plaintiffs  lost  the  sum  paid  by  them  for  the  said  land  and  the  use 
of  the  said  money. 

There  were  327  other  counts  exactly  similar  to  the  first  count, 
but  relating  to  the  other  land  orders  respectively,  and  also  an 
ordinary  money  count,  under  which  the  said  purchase-money  was 
claimed. 

On  the  1st  of  September,  1870,  the  Bespondents  signed  judg- 
ment against  the  Appellant  for  want  of  a  plea.  The  Supreme 
Court  granted  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judgment,  and  the  attor- 
neys for  the  Bespondents  and  the  Appellant  consented  to  a  rule 
being  drawn  up  and  an  order  beiug  made  setting  aside  the  judg- 
ment so  signed,  and  that  the  trial  of  the  petition  should  be  upon 
the  issues  which  might  be  raised  upon  the  said  declaration  and  the 
pleadings  consequent  thereon,  and  that  the  Appellant  should  be  at 

liberty  to  plead  or  demur  thereto  as  he  might  be  advised,  and  that 

8  D  2 
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J.  0.  all  proceedings  subsequent  thereto  shoold  be  oonduoted  according 

187S  to  the  rales  and  practice  of  the  said  Supreme  Court  in  actions  at 

Blaokmobm  common  law^  and  that  the  parties  should  have  the  same  rights  and 

North  ^^  Court  the  same  powers  as  to  amendment  as  in  an  ordinary  action 

AmmuuAN  at  common  law. 

OOMPAKT 

'        Pursuant  to  the  afore-mentioned  rule,  the  Appellant  pleaded 

to  the  said  declaratioii  ten  pleas,  of  which  one — namely,  the  tenth 
— ^was  an  equitable  plea. 

Mr.  Justice  Wearing^  on  the  application  of  the  Bespondents 
at  Chambers,  ordered  certain  of  the  said  pleas,  not  including  the 
said  equitable  plea,  to  be  struck  out ;  and  thereupon  the  Appel- 
lants struck  out  the  said  pleas  so  ordered  to  be  struck  out,  leaving 
eight  pleas,  of  which  the  said  equitable  plea,  formerly  the  tenth, 
was  the  eighth. 

The  first  six  pleas  were  pleaded  to  the  said  special  counts. 

The  first  plea  alleged  an  exoneration  and  discharge  by  the 
Plaintiffs  before  breach. 

The  second  plea  denied  the  making  of  the  alleged  allotments. 

The  third  plea  denied  that  the  said  five  persons  were  promoters 
and  directors  of  the  Plaintiffs'  company. 

The  fourth  plea  denied  that  the  said  persons  signed  and  de- 
livered the  applications  mentioned  on  behalf  of  llie  Plaintiffs* 
company. 

The  fifth  plea  is  now  immaterial,  as  it  was  struck  out  at  the  trial 
by  consent. 

The  sixth  plea  averred  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  allot- 
ments, after  the  passing  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Northern  Territory  Amendment  Act,  1868,  certain  rules  and 
regulations  in  the  said  sixth  plea  set  out  were  duly  made  and  pub- 
lished, whereby  the  regulations  numbered  15, 16,  and  17,  set  out  in 
the  declaration,  were  rescinded,  and  in  lieu  thereof  other  regula- 
tions made ;  and  the  plea  alleged  that  all  things  were  done  by  the 
Colonial  Ctovemment  necessary  to  be  done  and  required  by  the 
said  Acts  and  regulations. 

The  seventh  plea  was  pleaded  to  the  money  count  of  the  de- 
claration, and  denied  that  the  said  Government  was  ever  indebted 
as  alleged. 

The  equitable  plea  set  out  the  circumstances  which  led  to 
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the  passing  of  the  Northern  Territory  Act,  and  that  before  and  at       J.  0. 
the  time  of  the  said  allotments  it  was  known  to  the  Plaintiffs  that^        1S73 
until  the  said  Northern  Territory  had  been  explored,  and  a  site  buj^obb 
suitable  for  the  principal  town,  and  a  locality  suitable  for  the      ^(^ 
surrey  of  the  country  and  town  lands,  had  been  discovered,  the  Aubtbauan 

COIfPAHT. 

Gk>yemment  of  South  Australia  could  not  be.  required  to  survey,       — 
and  could  not,  in  fact,  survey  any  lands  wherefrom  the  Plaintiffs 
could  select. 

The  plea  then  set  forth  the  various  expeditions  sent  out  by  the 
Government  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  aforesaid  exploration 
and  discovery.  It  then  stated  that  BoyU  Trovers  Finniss  explored 
the  said  territory,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  Adam  Bay  and 
the  neighbourhood  were  suitable  for  the  afore-mentioned  purpose?, 
and  that  he  accordingly  selected  Adam  Bay  as  the  place  for  a 
settlement,  and  determined  the  site  for  the  capital,  and  proceeded 
to  survey  the  same  pursuant  to  the  afore-mentioned  regulations, 
and  completed  a  survey  of  a  large  portion  of  land  on  the  banks  of 
the  Adelaiote  by  the  end  of  October,  1864.  The  plea  further  stated 
that  numerous  holders  of  preliminary  land  orders  disapproved  of 
the  said  site,  and  requested  the  Government  to  have  another  site 
selected,  and  that  thereupon,  at  the  request  of  the  said  holders  of 
preliminary  land  orders,  and  especially  at  the  request  of  Mr.  John 
MeKinlay,  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  the  said  Government  dis- 
approved of  the  said  site,  and  employed  the  said  Boyle  Travers 
Finnise  on  another  exploring  expedition  for  the  same  purpose ;  and 
that  in  March,  1865,  the  said  John  MeKiniay  was  appointed  by  the 
Plaintiffs  their  agent  to  select  their  town  and  country  lots  for 
them,  and  that  while  he  was  such  agent  he  was  engaged  by  the 
said  Government,  with  the  express  consent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  to 
take  charge  of  another  expedition  in  furtherance  of  the  aforesaid 
purposes ;  but  the  said  John  McKintay  having  discovered  no  suit- 
able site  or  locality,  and  the  expedition  of  which  he  was  in  charge 
and  the  other  expeditions  sent  out  by  the  said  Government  having 
proved  unsuccessful,  and  the  said  Grovemment  having  done  aU  that 
could  reasonably  have  been  done  for  the  afore-mentioned  purposes, 
and  not  having  succeeded,  the  Northern  Territory  Amendment  Act 
was  passed ;  and  in  accordance  with  the  powers  contained  in  that 
Act  the  rules  and  regulations  numbered  15, 16,  and  17,  and  set 
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J.  c.  out  in  the  declaration,  were  rescinded,  and  in  lien  thereof  other 
1878  regnlations  made,  according  to  which  the  selection  of  the  allot- 
BxAonioBx  ments  was  to  be  made  in  May,  1870.  And  afterwards  another 
NosTB  exp^tion  was  fitted  out  for  exploring  the  Northern  Territory,  and 
ArffTBALuv  before  the  31st  of  Angost^  1869,  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  quantity 
— .  *  of  land  in  the  said  territory  was  selected  wherefrom  the  Plainti£b 
could  have  made  their  selection.  The  plea  then  stated  that  the 
said  GU)yemment  was  afterwards  always  ready  and  willing  to  per- 
form their  contract  with  the  Plaintiffs,  that  the  surveying  of  the 
said  lands  was  delayed  at  the  request  of  the'said  Jnhn  McKinlay 
as  agent  for  the  Plaintiflh,  and  that  such  delay  operated  greatly  to 
the  benefit  and  advantage  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  finally,  that  the 
period  of  five  years  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  not  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  and  that  it  was  inequitable  for  the  Plain- 
tifis  to  maintain  this  action. 

On  the  29th  of  May,  1871,  the  Supreme  Court,  upon  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Appellant,  granted  a  rule  lusi  calling  upon  the 
Bespondents  to  shew  cause  why  the  order  of  Mr.  Justice  Wea/ring 
iot  striking  out  the  equitable  plea  should  not  be  set  aside. 

On  the  9th  of  June,  1871,  by  a  rule  or  order  of  the  said  Supreme 
Courts  the  rule  nisi  was  discharged  with  costs. 

The  equitable  plea  haying  been  struck  out  as  aforesaid,  the 
Bespondents  joined  issue  on  all  the  pleas  except  the  sixth  plea, 
and  demurred  to  the  third,  fourth,  fifth,  and  sixth  pleas ;  and  the 
Appellant  demurred  to  all  the  counts  of  the  declaration  except  the 
money  count 

On  the  4th  of  July,  1871,  the  cause  came^on  for  trial^before  Mr. 
Justice '0ifyfm6  and  a  special  jury. 

At  the  trial  it  was  agreed  by  the  parties  the  fifth  plea  should  be 
struck  out,  and  a  verdict  was  found  on  the  special  counts  for  the 
Bespondents  for  £33,818  12s.  3(2.,  being  the  said  purchase-money 
of  £19,741  10s.  and  interest,  and  a  verdict  for  the  Appellant  on 
the  money  count,  with  liberty  for  the  Court  to  enter  up  a  jerdict 
on  the  common  count  for  the  Bespondents  for  the  aggregate  of  the 
amounts  for  which  the  verdict  was  entered  on  the  special  counts, 
being  principal  and  interest^  or  for  the  principal  only  —  viz. 
£19,741  lOs.  —  if  the  Bespondents  should  fiEul  on  the  special 
counts,  either  on  motion  for  verdict  to  be  entered  up  for  the 
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Appellant  on  those  counts,  on  error,  or  on  demurrer  to  the  de-  ^«  0. 
<:laration  or  pleas,  or  otherwise ;  and  that,  if  necessary,  a  count  1873 
for  interest  might  be  added.  Bi^okxobi 

On  the  25th  of  July,  1871,  upon  the  application  of  the  Appel-      kobth 
lant,  the  Supreme  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi  calling  upon  the  '^^^^^'^ 
Bespondents  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  obtained  by  the  Be-       — 
spondents  on  the  special  counts  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a 
verdict  entered  for  the  Appellant,  or  a  new  trial  granted  between 
the  parties,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause  in  directing  the  jury  that  there  was  a  contraot 
between  the  Bespondents  and  the  Appellant    And  it  was  thereby 
farther  ordered  that  the  Bespondents  should  have  liberty,  if  the 
verdict  upon  the  special  counts  were  set  aside  and  a  verdict 
entered  for  the  Appellant,  to  move  the  Court  to  enter  the  verdict 
•upon  the  common  count  for  the  Bespondents  for  the  aggregate  of 
the  amounts  for  which  the  verdict  was  entered  on  the  special 
-counts,  being  principal  and  interest,  or  for  the  principal  only, 
Mmdy,  £19,741  IDs. 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1871,  the  Supreme  Court,  having  heard 
the  aigument  of  the  demurrers  on  the  record,  and  also  the  argu- 
ments on  the  rule  nisi,  gave  judgment  discharging  the  above- 
mentioned  rule  of  the  25tb  of  July,  1871,  with  costs,  and  overruling 
the  demurrer  to^  the  special  counts,  and  upholding  the  demurrer 
to  the  sixth  plea,  and  ordered  the  demurrers  to  the  other  pleas  to 
be  struck  out  without  costs  on  either  side, 
n  On  the  23rd  of  September,  1871,  the  Appellant,  having  applied 
to  the  said  Supreme  Court  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  rule  or 
order  of  the  9th  of  June,  1871,  the  Supreme  Court  declined  to 
.^ve  the  Appellant  leave  to  appeal  from  the  rule  or  order,  but 
.granted  the  Appellant  leave  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
£rom  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  2nd  of  August, 
1871,  on  the  grounds  that  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration  ought 
not  to  have  been  overruled,  and  that  the  demurrers  to  the  pleas 
ahould  have  been  overruled,  and  that  the  rule  should  have  been 
niade  absolute  for  a  new  triaL 

On  the  5th  of  February,  1872,  upon  the  petition  of  the  Appel- 
lant^ leave,  was  given  to  the  Appellant  by  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
to  appeal  firom  said  rule  or  order  of  the  said  Supreme  Court  of  the 
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7. 0.  9tb  of  Jnne,  1871.    And  it  was  ordered  that  such  appeal  shoQld 

1873  be  consolidated  with  the  appeal  from  the  jndgment  of  the  1st  of 

BhJLCEMom  Augosty  1871,  and  heard  upon  one  printed  case,  i 

^'•*  The  consolidated  appeals  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

AUSTBALIAV 

Company.        gir  John  B.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  proper  way  of  proceeding  in  such  a  case  as  this  would  hay& 
been  by  Petition  of  Bight,  and  not  according  to  the  strict  forms  of 
a  strict  common  law  action.  The  equitable  plea  ought  not  U> 
hare  been  struck  out^  as  without  it  the  Groyemment  cannot  shew 
the  merits  of  the  case. 

[It  was  ultimately  arranged  that  the  matters  contained  in  the 
equitable  plea  should  be  submitted  to  the  Judicial  C!ommittee, 
and  that  if  it  should  be  necessary  to  try  any  question  of  &ct 
arising  out  of  the  plea,  the  case  should  go  back  to  the  colony  for 
the  trial  of  such  question.] 

Under  the  earlier  Act  there  was  only  a  statutory  obligatioii 
upon  the  Goyemment  in  the  nature  of  an  unilateral  contract. 
There  was  no  contract  except  to  the  effect  contained  in  the 
statute  and  the  land  order.  The  consideration  has  not  ffidled,  the 
Plainti£Es  still  haye  their  land  orders  and  can  select  land.  Al- 
though the  Goyemment  granted  Orders  which  would  entitle  the 
Plaintifb  to  reoeiye  allotments  of  land  when  the  land  should  haye 
been  suryeyed,  yet  the  Goyemment  did  not  bind  itself  to  execute  a 
suryey  within  fiye  years,  and  it  did  no  wrong  to  the  Plaintiffs 
when  it  subsequently  abandoned  the  settlement  originally  con- 
templated and  ordered  a  fresh  exploration  in  order  to  find  a  better 
site  for  the  benefit  of  ^the  Plaintiffii,  as  of  all  others  who  were 
concemed,  and  who  pressed  the  Goyemment  to  act  as  it  did.  The 
intention  was  that  if  the  land  were  suryeyed  the  Plaintifiis  should 
haye  a  right  to  select  their  lots ;  and  if  none  were  suryeyed  they 
might  haye  had  their  Petition  of  Bight.  They  could  not  compel 
the  Goyemment  to  suryey.  It  might  haye  proyed  impossible  to 
execute  a  suryey.  The  Plaintifb  are  not  entitled  to  treat  their 
money  as  lost,  and  to  recoyer  on  that  footing,  while  they  retain 
the  land  orders  and  the  power  of  selection ;  no  substantial  dis- 
adyantage  was  imposed  on  them  by  the  later  Act.  Interest 
cannot  be  recoyered  on  a  money  count,  but  the  demand  for  it 
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ought  to  be  based  on  a  special  oonnt    There  is  no  contract  to  pay       J.c. 
interest.  ISTS 

In  all  the  cases  in  which  an  obligation  is  expressly  imposed  blawTobe 
on  one  party  and  not  expressly  imposed  on  another^  but  in  which,      vJLh 
neverthelesSy  damages  have  been  recoyered,  there  has  been  an  Austrauak 

Company 

implied  correlative  obligation.    The  Court  will  not  impose  im-       

practicable  obligations.  The  earlier  Act  only  implies  that  the 
Govemment  will  not^  by  omission  or  commissioUi  prevent  the 
survey ;  will  not  by  its  own  Act  hinder  the  right  of  the  Phdntifis 
fiom  arising :  Bedhead  v.  Midland  Railway  Company  (1) ;  Sterling 
Y.  MaiUand  (2) ;  Maeintyre  v.  Beloher  (3).  There  is  no  warranty 
that  there  shall  be  a  survey,  but  only  an  obligation  to  use  all  reason- 
able despatch.  The  declaration  is  bad  on  the  face  of  it,  unless 
there  is  such  warranty,  for  it  proceeds  on  the  breach  of  such  war- 
ranty. It  does  not  state  that  the  Govemment  has  been  negligent, 
or  incapacitated  itself  for  doing  what  was  intended.  To  say 
nothing  of  the  declaration,  there  is  not,  on  the  facts,  any  breach  of 
an  obUgation  to  survey. 

As  to  failure  of  consideration :  supposing  the  money  and  special 
counts  thrown  together,  the  Govemment  ought  to  retain  the 
deposit;  meanwhile,  the  land  orders  are  a  valuable  security. 
The  Plaintiffs  have  no  equitable  ground  until  they  offer  to  re- 
turn those  orders.  Without  any  default  of  the  Govemment, 
it  became  impossible,  owing  to  the  second  Act»  or  otherwise, 
that  the  Gk>vemment  should  do  what  was  contemplated.  The 
doctrine  which  prevails  where  performance  is  impossible,  but  there 
18  no  breach,  is  shewn  by  Lord  Clifford  v.  WaUs  (4).  Where 
there  is  no  breach  of  obligation,  interest  is  not  allowed.  From 
what  date  could  interest  nin,  if  it  were  determined  to  give  it?  Not 
from  any  earlier  date  than  that  on  which  the  Plaintifb  elected 
not  to  take  the  option  of  320  acres  under  the  amending  Act. 
For  simple  failure  of  consideration  you  cannot  recover  interest  on 
a  count  for  money  had  and  received.  Where  a  day  is  fixed  it 
runs,  from  the  day,  where  no  day  is  fixed  there  must  be  a  demand 
before  there  is  a  right  of  action :  Fruhling  v.  Sehroeder  (5).    The 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  879.  (3)  32  L.  J.  (C.  P.)  256. 

(2)  34  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  1.  (4)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  679. 

(5)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  79. 
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J.  CL       Bespondent  has  not  yet  tendered  his  orders  and  demanded  his 
1873       money.    The  case  of  Churchward  y.  The  Queen  (1)  was  also  re- 
Blackmobb  ferred  to. 

North         "^^  Mmietjf,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bravo  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Jfoflfer- 
Ck>]U'AKT.    man)^  for  the  Bespondents : — 

There  was  a  contract  between  the  parties,  and  there  was  nothing 
which  rendered  it  impossible  to  perform  it 

The  preamble  of  the  Act  of  1862  contemplates  the  sale  of  land 
by  private  contract.  The  price,  of  course,  was  calculated  with 
reference  to  the  time  when  the  purchasers  might  expect  to  get  the 
land  which  was  to  compensate  for  loss  of  time  and  money.  There 
was  a  positiye  obligation  to  survey. 

The  land,  in  Betct^  was  surveyed,  but  owing  to  the  disapprobation 
of  some  holders  of  Orders,  of  whom  we  were  not^  the  place  was 
given  up,  and  an  Act  was  passed  putting  it  out  of  the  power  of  the 
Government  to  fulfil  its  contract.  If  the  government  of  a  colony 
makes  a  contract  and  then  passes  an  Act  to  prevent  itself  from 
keeping  it,  it  is  hardly  fair  to  appeal  to  the  principle  that  per* 
formance  has  been  rendered  impossible  by  act  of  law.  What  the 
Government  offers  is  something  quite  different  from  the  original 
terms.  A  statutory  obligation  is  the  most  binding  of  contracts. 
Time  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract;  the  Appellants  were 
under  obligation  to  survey  in  time,  and  we  were  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  take  what  was  offered  us  under  the  second  Act 

Mr.  Coheriy  in  reply : — 

There  never  was  an  unconditional  contract  to  survey.  If  there 
had  been,  still  the  performance  of  it  was  rendered  impossible  by 
the  second  Act^  and  that  Act  was  not  the  act  of  the  Government, 
but  of  the  Legislature. 

At  the  close  of  the  aigument  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships 
was  pronounced  by 

LoBD  Penzance  : — 

The  merits  of  this  case,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the  main  subject 
in  dispute,  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  fall  within  a  very  narrow 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  Q.  B,  173. 
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compass.  The  BespondentSy  under  the  powers  of  the  Northern  J.  0. 
TerrUory  Act  of  1863,  paid  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1864  1878 
certain  laxge  sums  of  money  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  land  Bh^aucous 
orders,  which  were  to  entitle  them  to  grants  of  land  in  the  colony.  ^  *' 
The  Northern  Territory  Act  had  provided  that  500.000  acres  of  the  Augtbalian 
waste  lands  of  the  Crown,  in  country  lots  and  town  lots,  might  be  — 
sold  by  private  contract  at  certain  prices  and  according  to  certain 
conditions  which  were  to  be  arranged  and  settled  by  regulations. 
Those  regulations  were  published,  and,  after  the  publishing  of  them, 
the  Bespondents  on  the  faith  of  them  paid  their  money.  The 
statute  provided  that,  within  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  land 
order,  land  surveyed  by  the  G-overnment  for  the  purpose  should  be 
allotted  to  each  holder  of  such  order,  the  holder  being  entitled  to 
make  his  selection  of  the  land  so  to  be  allotted,  according  to  a 
system  provided  by  the  regulations.  In  point  of  fact,  the  five  years 
passed  away  without  any  lands  having  been  surveyed  and  placed  in 
such  a  position  by  the  Government  that  the  purchasers  had  the 
opportunity  of  selecting  from  them.  There  were  surveys  made,  to 
which  it  will  be  necessary  to  allude  presently,  but  the  matter,  as 
or^nally  contemplated  imder  the  Act  of  1863,  and  the  regula- 
tions framed  under  it,  was  never  carried  out  so  as  to  enable  the 
purchasers  to  obtain  their  land  under  that  scheme.  At  the  close 
of  the  year  1868,  before  the  five  years  had  expired  (for  the  five 
years  did  not  expire  from  the  date  of  the  Bespondent's  land  order 
imtil  the  23rd  of  December,  1869),  a  second  Act  of  Parliament  was 
passed,  the  substance  of  which  appears  to  have  been  that  fresh 
regulations  should  be  made,  and  that  all  who  held  land  orders 
should  obtain,  not  160  acres  of  land  for  each  order,  but  320 ;  the 
quantity  of  land,  that  is,  was  doubled,  the  price  remaining  the 
same,  but  the  regulations  which  determined  the  mode  of  selection, 
and  other  details,  were  not  similar  under  the  second  Act  to  what 
they  had  been  under  the  first. 

The  purchaser,  the  Bespondent,  having  been  unable  to  obtain 
his  land  under  the  first  Act  during  the  five  years,  the  substantial 
question  which  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  arise  on  the  merits  of 
the  matter  is^  whether  in  point  of  fact  he  was  obliged  to  come  in 
and  select  his  land  under  the  second  Act.  If  any  obligation  was 
created  upon  him  by  the  second  Act  to  take  his  land  under  the  new 
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J.  0.       set  of  regulations^  and  in  the  manner  proyided  by  those  regala- 

1873       tions,  his  daim  to  recover  the  amonnt  back  could  not  in  justice 

Blacxmobe  succeed.    It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  entire  language 

North      ^^  ^^  second  Act  is  opposed  to  any  such  conclusion.    The  second 

AnsTRALiAK  Act  treats  it  as  a  matter  of  option  only^  and  goes  so  far  as  to  say 

«-.  '    that  if  the  holder  of  a  land  order  does  not  come  forward  within 

nine  months,  and  imder  his  own  hand  agree  to  take  the  320  acres 

instead  of  160,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  more  than  the  160 ;  but 

there  are  no  words  to  be  found  in  that  Act  that  impose  upon  a 

purchaser  the  obligation  of  taking  land  at  all  under  the  new  Act 

or  after  the  five  years  have  expired. 

The  purchaser,  then,  not  being  bound  to  come  in  under  the 
second  Act,  his  right  to  recover  his  money  is  perfectly  unques- 
tionable. The  consideration  on  which  it  was  paid  has  MLed ;  he 
was  not  able  to  obtain  what  he  paid  his  money  for,  and  he 
is  entitled  on  failure  of  consideration  to  receive  it  back.  So  far 
matters  are  clear,  and  in  argument  they  were  not  very  strenuously 
disputed. 

Then  comes  the  question  whether  he  is  entitled  to  recover 
interest  on  his  deposit.  That  question  seems  to  depend  upon 
whether  in  the  form  into  which  these  proceedings  have  ultimately 
fallen,  commencing  as  they  did  with  a  petition,  but  being  after- 
guards followed  out  in  the  form  of  an  action,  it  can  be  said  with 
truth  that  the  written  documents,  and  the  statute,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  money  under  the  statute,  did  or  did  not  give  rise  to  a 
contract  such  as  is  stated  in  the  declaration.  It  is  material  to 
ascertain  that,  for  the  purpose  of  settling  this  question  of  interest, 
and  for  that  purpose  alone,  because  on  the  main  matter,  as  has 
been  already  pointed  out,  his  claim  would  arise  equally  upon  the 
money  count  in  the  declaration.  Now  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  payment  of  money  by  the  holder  of  a  land  order, 
coupled  with  the  statute,  did  constitute  a  contract  between  these 
parties.'  The  Northern  Territory  Ad  speaks  of  lots  to  be  sold  "  by 
private  contract  at  the  prices  and  in  manner  hereinafter  men- 
tioned." It  then  speaks  of  the  mode  in  which  persons,  authorized 
agents,  are  to  offer  these  lots  to  be  allotted  to  the  public ;  and  it 
then  provides  "  That  every  preliminary  land  order,  or  land  order 
issued  under  the  preceding  clause,  shall  entitle  a  purchaser,  or  his 
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transferee,  witliin  five  years  from  the  date  thereof,  to  select  from       J.  a 
and  out  of  the  surveyed  comitry  lands  in  the  said  territory  the        1873 
particular  lands  of  which  he  wishes  to  become  the  purchaser."  biagkmobb 
Then  it  goes  on  to  say  that  the  Grovemment  Besident  shall  make      koitth 
a  valid  grant.  Acstbaliak 

Now  it  has  been  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  neither  the  land  — 
order  nor  the  Act  says  in  so  many  words  that  the  land  shall  be 
surveyed,  the  Court  should  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
no  bai^gain  on  the  part  of  the  Government  that  it  should  be  sur- 
veyed, and  we  are  invited  to  look  upon  this  contract  as  meaning,  not 
that  the  Gtovemmeut  shall  survey  the  land,  but  that  if  they  survey 
the  land  within  five  years,  then  the  purchaser  shall  obtain  his 
grants  and  further,  that  they  will  use  reasonable  and  due  diligence 
to  survey  the  land  within  that  period.  Their  Lordships  cannot 
concur  in  that  view.  Surveying  the  land  is  not  a  thing  in  itself 
which  on  the  face  of  it  ought  to  offer  any  insuperable  difiSculty. 
There  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the  nature  of  the  thing  to  lead  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  Appellants  intended  to  make  the  contract 
conditional  upon  the  survey  of  the  land.  It  is  treated  throughout 
both  the  Act  and  the  land  order  as  if  the  surveying  was  to  be  a 
matter  of  course.  The  surveying  of  the  land  lay  wholly  in  the 
hands  and  power  of  the  Government  who  received  the  money,  and 
nothing  was  to  be  done  or  could  be  done  by  the  purchasers  in  the 
matter.  All  contracts  must  be  construed  according  to  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  and  a  reasonable  conclusion  arrived  at,  as 
to  what,  looking  at  those  circumstances,  the  parties  intended.  It 
does  not  seem  to  their  Lordships  to  be  a  very  reasonable  or  pro- 
bable intention  of  the  parties,  that  it  should  be  an  open  question 
whether  the  land  should  be  surveyed  or  not,  and  that  if  any  diffi- 
culties should  intervene  to  prevent  the  survey  as  early  as  intended, 
the  contract  should  remain  open  for  years,  the  purchasers  being 
out  of  their  money. 

From  these  considerations  the  conclusion  at  which  the  Court  has 
airived  is,  that  there  was  a  positive  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  to  survey  the  land  within  five  years,  to  permit  the 
selection  by  the  purchaser,  and,  when  selected,  to  make  the  grant. 
At  the  same  time  it  may  well  be  that  the  Gk>vemment  might,  by 
the  occurrence  of  some  such  events  as  have  been  shadowed  forth  in 
^trgument  as  being  within  the  range  of  possibility,  be  exonerated 
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J.  c.       from  performing  it    It  is  not  necessary  to  pursue  tliis  suggestion, 
1873       because  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  upon  the  fisMsts  and  plead- 
BLA^SToB.   iDg8,tliat  there  is  no  trace  Of  any  such  event. 

**  Their  Lordships  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  purchaser  is 

A¥8TBALUN  entitled  to  recorer  upon  this  first  count,  and,  consequently,  to 

...  '    recover  the  interest  falling  due  for  the  number  of  years  he  baa 

been  kept  out  •  of  his  money,  unless  the  matters  alleged  in  the 

equitable  plea  formed  any  defence  to  that  claim. 

Their  Lordships  propose  to  consider  that  plea  for  a  moment,  as 
if  it  had  been  allowed  to  be  pleaded,  and  not  struck  out.  The 
substance  of  the  plea  is  this,  that  a  surrey  haying  been  made  in 
October,  1864,  and  therefore  in  plenty  of  time  for  the  selection 
and  grant  of  lands  within  the  five  years  under  the  fijrst  Act,  a 
large  number  of  the  holders  of  the  preliminary  land  orders  objected 
to  the  site  at  Adam  Bay  which  had  been  selected  by  the  Govern- 
ment surveyor.  The  words  of  the  allegation  are  as  follows :  ^  And 
the  Defendant  further  says,  that  numerous  holders  of  preliminary- 
land  orders  and  their  agents  visited  Adam  Bay  aforesaid,  and  the 
town  or  city  of  Palmerslonf  situate  in  or  near  Adam  Bay  aforesaid, 
the  site  chosen  by  the  said  BoyJe  Travers  Finnia  for  the  principal 
town  of  the  said  Northern  Territory,  and  such  numerous  preliminary 
land  order  holders  and  their  agents  disapproved  of  the  same^site, 
and  in  or  about  the  month  of  December,  1864,  and  January,  1865, 
gave  notice  of  such  disapproval  to  the  Colonial  Government  of 
8otUh  AwtraUa,  and  requested  the  said  Colonial  Government  to 
have  another  site  selected  for  the  principal  town  of  the  said 
northern  territory.  And  the  Defendant  further  says  that  a  great 
number  of  the  preliminary  land  order  holders  held  a  meeting  at 
Adelaide  aforesaid,  on  tlie  10th  day  of  January,  1865,  which  said 
meeting  passed  certain  resolutions,  that  a  committee,  oonsbting  of 
five  of  the  holders  of  land  orders  in  the  northern  territory,  be 
appointed  to  prepare  an  address  to  the  governor,  requesting  him 
not  to  allow  the  site  of  the  settlement  or  of  the  capital  to  be 
decided  on  until  a  proper  examination  of  the  country  has  been 
made,  and  reported  to,  and  approved  by  the  governor  and  execu- 
tive council,  and  to  cause  such  examination  to  be  made  without 
delay,"  and  so  forth.  *'  And  the  Defendant  further  says,  that  the 
said  committee,  appointed  by  the  said  meeting,  presented  an 
address  to  the  governor  of  the  said  colony,  the  18th  day  of 
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Janaaiy^  1865^  as  follows  :**  and  then  follows  the  address.    It  then       j.  a 
goes  on  to  say  that  the  Colonial  Groyemment  being  ^  desirous  of       i873 
giving  the  holders  of  preliminary  land  orders  every  possible  satis-  blaouiobb 
taciioa^  and  of  having^  the  chief  town  in  a  place  approved  of  by      ^  *^ 
the  general  body  of  holders  of  preliminary  land  orders,  and  also  of  Austbaliak 

having  the  chief  town  in  the  best  possible  place,  if  a  better  place       

than  that  selected  by  the  said  Boyle  Travera  Finnis  conld  be 
fonnd,  and  also  of  discovering,  if  possible^  a  better  locality  for  the 
survey  of  the  said  country  lands  than  thftt  determined  and  chosen 
by  the  said  Boyle  Travers  Finnie,  and  of  having  a  further  survey 
and  exploration  of  the  said  northern  territory,  and  believing  that 
further  exploration  would  result  in  finding  a  better  site,"  and  so 
forth,  **  and  being  influenced  by  the  said  disapproval  of  the  said 
preliminary  order  holders  and  of  the  said  meeting,  and  by  the 
said  address  of  the  said  committee,  and  especially  by  the  request  of 
John  MeKinlayy  the  agent  for  the  Plaintiff  hereinafter  mentioned, 
determined  not  to  approve  of  the  site  so  chosen  by  him,  and^did 
not  approve  thereof,  but  disapproved  thereof  and  instructed  the 
said  BoyU  Traven  Finnis  accordingly,  and  further  instructed  him 
to  examine  Port  Darwin"  and  so  on.  So  that  according  to  the 
statement  in  the  plea,  about  the  beginning  of  January,  1865,  a 
large  number  of  the  holders  of  these  orders  had  pointed  out  that 
the  site  was  not  a  desirable  one,  and  the  Government  had  yielded 
to  their  suggestions,  and  determined  not  to  approve  the  site,  or 
adopt  the  survey.  That  was  in  the  commencement  of  January, 
1865- 

Now,  no  doubt,  if  they  had  gone  on  to  shew  that  the  Bespon- 
dents  had  been  some  of  those  who  had  urged  this  course  upon  the 
Government,  the  Appellant  would  have  been  a  long  'way  on  the 
road  towards  establishing  a  discharge  on  the  part  of  the  Respon- 
dents from  the  obligation  of  the  Appellants  to  make  the  survey  in 
five  years,  if  the  result  of  abandoning  that  first  survey  was  to 
preclude  the  possible  making  of  the  second  survey  within  that 
period.  But  up  to  this  point  the  plea  contains  no  statement  that 
the  Bespondents  had  any  hand  in  the  matter,  except  the  averment 
that  an  active  part  in  these  representations  was  taken  by  *'  John 
MeKintay^  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs  hereinafter  mentioned." 

But^  further  on  in  the  same  plea,  at  the  bottom  of  the  page, 
there  comes  this  statement :  **  The  Defendant  further  says,  that 
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J.  a       one  John  McKinky  was,  by  the  Plaintiffs,  in  or  about  the  month  of 

1873       March,  1865,  made  and  appointed  the  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs  for 
Blaoucobb  ^^^  purpose  of  selecting  their  town  and  country  lots."    So  that  it 

^'         appears  on  the  face  of  the  plea  that  MeKinlay  did  not  become  the 
AusTRAUAH  agent  of  the  Defendants,  or,  at  leasts  it  does  not  appear  that  he  did 

...If^'  become  their  agent,  until  March,  1865,  whereas  the  representations, 
and  the  yielding  of  the  Government  to  those  representations,  took 
place  in  the  month  of  January.  Not  only  is  there  no  allegation, 
therefore,  that  MeKifday  urged  the  change  of  site  as  the  agent  of 
the  Bespondents,  but,  as  £eu*  as  appears  on  the  plea,  he  was  not 
agent  for  any  purpose  at  the  time  when  he  so  interfered.  The 
rest  of  the  plea  carries  it  no  further.  It  explains  the  circum- 
stances fully.  The  substance  is,  that  the  Groyemment  chose,  in 
the  year  1865,  listening  to  these  representations,  to  abandon  their 
survey,  and  although  they  afterwards  commenced  other  surreys 
the  practical  result  was  that  there  was  no  opportunity  afforded  for 
the  purchaser  to  obtain  his  land  within  the  five  years.  We  are  &t 
from  saying  that  the  Goyemment  was  not  right  in  yielding  to 
those  representations.  It  was  probably  a  right  and  proper  thing 
to  do,  especially  as  the  representations  came  from  large  bodies  of 
the  holders  of  land  orders.  But  it  does  not  follow  that  when  the 
change  was  effected  the  holders  of  the  lai^d  orders  who  had  been 
no  parties  to  it  were  bound  by  it,  and  precluded  from  adhering  to 
their  original  bargain.  The  equitable  plea,  therefore,  is  no 
defence. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  afi&rm  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below,  with  costs. 

They  desire  to  add  a  word  with  respect  to  the  land  orders.  It 
is  suggested  now  (though  the  point  does  not  seem  to  have  been 
suggested  in  the  Court  below)  either,  that  the  Btepondents  are  not 
the  holders  of  the  land  orders,  or  that^  if  they  are  the  holders,  they 
do  not  propose  to  give  them  up  on  being  paid.  It  can  hardly  be 
conceived  that  that  is  the  true  state  of  the  case,  but  their  Lord- 
ships must  express  their  opinion  that,  unless  the  Bespondents  are 
prepared  to  give  the  land  orders  up  upon  payment  of  the  amount 
due,  the  Government  ought  not  to  satisfy  this  claim. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Johnson  (6  Co. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Mastermanf  Eughes,  <&  Masterman. 
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THE    BALLACOEKISH     SILVER,    LEAD,]  JO.* 

AND     COPPER     MINING     COMPANY,  I  Appellakts  ;         i873 
LIMITED I 


Nov.  18, 19; 
Dee,  19. 


AND 

GEORGE  WILLIAM  DUMBELL  RIDGWAY^ 

HARRISON  AOT  MARY  ANN  BRIDSON,f  „ 

m_  xwT  %ir        .  X  T/^T^  f  Respondents. 

Trustees    of  the  Will  of  Mrs.   ALICE  I 

HARRISON  .    .    • ♦    .    .    J 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OP  CHANCERY  IN  THE  ISLE  OF 

MAN. 

Ide  of  Man — Waters — Bights  qf  Croum^^Ii^'unction. 

By  an  Act  of  Tyntoald  of  the  Isle  of  Marty  a  reservation  was  made  to  the 
lord  of  the  isle  (now  represented  by  the  Crown)  of  all  such  mines  and 
minerals  as  then  were,  or  at  any  time  theretofore  had  been,  vested  in  the 
lords  of  the  isle. 

The  Queen,  as  lady  of  the  isle,  being  thus  possessed  of  the  mines  as  of 
her  own  original  title  in  the  soil,  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  all  waters 
found  thereon,  and  percolating  by  natural  processes  into  the  mines  when 
opened* 

The  holder  of  a  mining  lease  from  the  Crown  is  not  liable  to  make  com- 
pensation for  the  withdrawal  by  percolation  into  his  mine  of  water  which 
would  otherwise  have  flowed  into,  or  having  flowed  into,  would  have  been 
retained  in  the  wells  and  springs  of  the  superjacent  land. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Ide  of  Man  granted  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing A,  from  proceeding  with  his  mining  operations  on  the  land  of  B.  until 
he  should  give  security,  in  the  specified  form,  to  meet  such  damages  as 
B.  might,  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  be  decreed  entitled  to  recover  for 
iojnries  done,  or  that  might  be  done,  to  B.^s  lands.  A,  gave  security  accord- 
ingly, but  the  Court  ordered  the  injunction  to  be  continued  till  the  hearing 
of  the  cause. 

Heldf  that  the  order  for  injunction  was  not  justified  by  the  practice  of  the 
Court. 

IHE  Appellants  in  this  case  were  an  incorporated  company,  with 
limited  liability,  registered  in  England  under  the  Oompaniea  Act, 

•  Present: — Lord  Pbnzakce,  Sib  James  W.  Colvilk,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock, 
Sm  MoRTAGtTE  E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 
Vol.  V.  3  E 
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J.  c.       1862.     The  registered  office  of  the  Appellants  is  situate  in  the 

1S73        City  of  London. 
Ballaoobeish     ^^^  Bespondents,  as  tnistees  of  the  will  of  Alice  Harrison, 
^°*^*Oo'^'  were  proprietors  and  tenants,  by  tetmre  of  customary  freehold,  of 
Mmnia  Co.  a  certain  farm  called  BaOaoorhitk^  in  the  parish  of  Bmken,  in  the 
Habbuon.    Ida  of  Man,  which  .was  occupied  by  their  lessee. . 

^^  The  said  fietrm  is  parcel  and  held  of  the  manor  of  the  Isle  of 

Man. 

An  Act  of  Tynwald^  passed  in  1703,  assures  to'  the  customary 
tenants  of  the  island  their  lands  and  rights,  ^  Saving  always  unto 
James  Earl  of  Derby,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  unto  all  and 
every  other  person*  and  persons  that  shall  at  any  time  hereafter 
become  lords  of  the  said  isle,  all  such  royaltys,  regalia,  preroga- 
tives, homages,  fealtys,  escheats,  forfeitures,  seizures,  mines,  and 
mineralls  of  what  kind  and  nature  soever,  quarrys  and  delfis  of 
flagg,  slate  or  stone,  franchises,  libertys,  priviledges,  and  jurisdic- 
tions whatsoever,  as  now  are,  or  at  any  time  heretofore  have  been, 
invested  in  the  said  James  Earl  of  Derby,  or  in  any  of  his  ancestors,, 
lords  of  the  said  isle." 

The  rights  of  the  lord  of  the  isle  afterwards  became  vested  in 
the  Crown. 

By  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  22nd  day  of  April,  1863, 
and  made  between  the  Queen's  Most  Excellent  Majesty  of  the 
first  part ;  the  Honourable  James  Kenneth  Howard,  the  Commis- 
sioner of  Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Revenues,  to 
whom  the  management  and  direction  of  certain  parts  of  the  land 
revenues  of  the  Crown,  including  the  land  revenues  in  the  Ids  of 
Man,  with  the  duties  and  powers  appertaining  thureto,  had  been 
assigned  by  order  under  the  hands  of  two  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Her  Majesty's  Treasury  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty,  of  the  second 
part;  Bichard  Teates  Brown  Bush,  William  Ogilvie,  and  Joseph 
TUston  of  the  third  part ;  the  said  James  Kenneth  Howard,  as 
such  Commissioner  and  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty,  demised  to  the 
said  Bush,  Ogilvie,  and  TUston,  all  and  singular  the  mines,  veins, 
and  beds  of  mineral  ores  and  minerals  whatever,  thereinafter 
called  mineral  substances,  within,  under,  or  upon  all  that  tract  or 
parcel  of  land  containing  by  estimation  2183  acres,  more  or  less, 
situate  in  the  parish  of  Kirk  Christ  Bushen,  in  the  Isle  of  Man, 
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as  delineated  on  a  plan  annexed  to  the  said  lease.  Messrs.  Bushf  J.  C. 
Ogilvit,  and  TiUton  were  trustees  for  a  company  called  the  8ovih  ISTS 
Foxiale  SOver  and  Lead  Mining  Oompa/ny.  BallIoobxish 

The  lease  was  by  deed,  dated  the  29th  day  of  January,  1867,  ^^^^^l^' 
assigned  by  the  said  Bwih  and  Ogtlvie,  the  surviving  lessees,  to    Miniko  Co. 
Tarh  PiUar  and  Moffat  Criehtan  WUliam  Home^  who   by  the    Habbison. 
deed  declared  that  they  held  the  said  lease  and  premises  thereby       ~~ 
demised  in  trust  for  the  Appellants. 

By  an  indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  29th  day  of  August,  1870, 
and  made  between  the  Queen's  Most  Excellent  Majesty  of  the 
first  part,  the  said  James  Kenneth  Howard  as  such  Commissioner 
as  aforesaid  of  the  second  part,  and  the  said  Park  Pittar  and 
Mcffai  Oriekton  WiUiam  Home  of  the  third  part,  the  said  Jamea 
Kenneth  Howard  as  such  Commissioner  as  aforesaid,  and  on  behalf 
of  Her  Majesty,  demised  and  leased  unto  the  said  Park  Pittar 
and  Moffat  Criehtan  Wittiam  Home,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the  mines,  veins,  and  beds  of 
metal  and  metallic  ores  and  minerals,  thereinafter  called  mineral 
substances,  within,  under,  or  upon  a  tract  or  parcel  of  land  situate 
partly  in  the  parish  of  Eushen  and  partly  in  the  parish  of  Arbory, 
in  the  Jab  of  Man,  together  with  the  lawful  use  of  all  roads, 
streams,  and  watercourses  upon  the  same  land,  and  full  power  and 
authority  to  search  for,  dig,  and  carry  away  all  the  mineral  sub- 
stances thereinbefore  demised,  or  any  of  them,  and  to  make  and 
erect  all  necessary  pits,  shafts,  buildings,  and  machinery,  roads, 
and  watercourses  on  the  said  land  (so  &r  as  the  said  Commissioner 
could  authorize  the  same),  the  said  lessees,  their  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  making  reasonable  satisfaction  and  recom- 
pense to  such  persons,  if  any,  as  might  be  lawfully  entitled  thereto, 
for  any  damage  which  they  might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  exercise 
of  the  powers  thereby  granted ;  to  hold  and  enjoy  the  said  pre- 
mises thereinbefore  demised  unto  the  said  lessees,  their  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  from  the  10th  day  of  October,  1869, 
for  the  term  of  twenty-one  years,  determinable  as  thereinafter 
mentioned,  at  the  rent  and  royalties,  and  subject  to  the  conditions, 
stipulations,  and  agreements  therein  contained. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  26th  day  of  January,  1871,  and 

made  between  the  Appellants  of  the  one  part  and  the  lessees  of 

3  E  2 
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J.  c.       the  other  part,  it  was  declared  and  agreed  that  the  lessees  held  the 

1878        said  lease  in  trust  for  the  Appellants. 

Ballaoobxisb     ^^®  ^'^^^'^  called  BaJlacorhish  is  comprised  within  the  premises 

SiLvxR,  LsAD,  ^lixeli   were   demised  by  the  two  indentures  of  lease,  and  the 

MiKiKoCk).  Appellants  carried  on  their  mining  operations  under  the  lease 

Habboon.    beneath  the  farm  of  Battaeorkish. 

On  the  19th  day  of  January,  1871,  the  Bespondents  filed  their 
bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  Ide  of  Man,  and  thereby, 
after  alleging  that  the  Appellants  had  entered  upon  the  com- 
plainants'  lands  and  cut  up  the  surface  and  deposited  mounds  of 
rubbish  thereon,  and  done  other  damage  to  the  Bespondents'  said 
lands  at  BdOaeorhuh,  and  that  the  Appellants  had,  by  their  work- 
ings,  entirely  dried  up  three  watering-places  on  the  Bespondents* 
fields,  used  by  them  or  their  tenants  for  household  purposes  and 
for  watering  cattle,  and  diverted  the  water  which  was  accustomed 
to  flow  to  the  watering-pool  in  the  &rmyard,  and  that  by  the 
means  aforesaid  the  said  farm  was  entirely  depriyed  of  all  the 
spring  water  thereon,  and  that  there  was  then  no  watering-place 
for  the  cattle  of  the  Bespondents'  tenants  on  any  part  of  the  said 
lands;  the  Bespondents  prayed  that  the  Appellants  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  to  the  Bespondents  the  sum  of  £400,  or  such  sum 
as  might  be  found  due  in  respect  of  the  injury  done  to  the  Be- 
spondents by  the  mining  operations  of  the  Appellants  on  the 
Bespondents'  said  lands,  and  that  the  Appellants  might  be  ordered 
to  give  security  to  be  amenable  to  the  Bespondents,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  all  damages  which  the  Bespondents  might  sustain 
by  reason  of  the  mining  operations  of  the  Appellants,  or  that  the 
Appellants  might  be  restrained  from  proceeding  with  such  mining 
operations  on  the  Bespondents'  said  lands,  and  that  in  the  mean- 
time and  until  the  final  bearing  of  the  cause  they  might  be  inhi- 
bited from  proceeding  with  the  said  operations,  and  also  praying 
an  arrest  against  the  Appellants  and  their  effects  until  they 
gave  security  in  the  said  sum  of  £400  to  be  amenable  for  the 
damages  alleged  to  hare  been  then  already  committed. 

On  the  26th  of  January,  1871,  the  chief  constable,  by  virtue  of 
the  action  of  arrest  in  the  cause,  arrested  a  cargo  of  lead  ore 
belonging  to  the  Appellants,  to  be  forthcoming  to  answer  the 
decree  or  judgment  of  the  Court 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  53 

On  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1871,  an  injunction  was  granted       J,  c. 
by  the  said  Court  restraining  the  Appellants  from  proceeding  with       i873 
their  mining  operations  on  the  Bespondents'  said  lands  until  they  ballacobkish 
should  give  security  in  the  sum  of  £300  to  meet  such  damages  Silver  Lead, 
as  the  Bespondents  might,  on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  be  de-  Mining  Co. 
creed  entitled  to  recover  for  injuries  done  or  that  might  be  done  to    Habrison. 
the  Bespondents'  said  lands.    On  the  14th  day  of  February,  1871, 
a  bond  was  given  to  secure  the  fiiU  amount  of  compensation  which 
might  thereafter  be  ascertained  and  awarded  for  the  damages  and 
injuries  which  might  already  have  been  done  or  that  might  there- 
after be  done  to  the  Bespondents'  said  lands  and  premises,  or  any 
of  them,  by  the  workings  thereon  by  the  Appellants,  and  there- 
upon the  process  of  arrest  which  had  been  granted  and  carried  into 
effect  against  the  cargo  of  lead,  was  withdrawn  and  suspended. 

The  Appellants  put  in  their  answer  to  the  said  bill,  and  thereby 
alleged  that  the  land  used  by  them  had  been  paid  for,  and  that  all 
damage  done  to  the  surface  had  been  made  good  by  the  Appellants 
and  at  their  expense,  and  denied  the  alleged  injury  to  the  water ; 
and  the  Appellants  alleged  that  the  sum  of  £400  was  much  more 
than  the  purchase  value  of  the  land  used  by  the  Appellants,  and 
the  Appellants  said  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  aforesaid 
leases,  they  had  full  power  to  enter  into  any  lands  comprised 
within  the  said  leases  without  being  liable  for  the  result  of  any  of 
their  mining  operations  underground,  and  to  enter  into  and  use 
any  portion  of  the  surface-lands  comprised  in  such  area  on  making 
a  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the  same ;  and  the  AppeU 
lants  submitted  that  they  ought  not  to  be  adjudged  to  pay  the 
Bespondents  any  damages,  or  to  be  inhibited  from  carrying  on 
their  mining  operations,  or  to  give  security  as  prayed,  and  that 
they  were  not  liable  for  the  result  of  any  mining  operations  under- 
ground^  and  ought  not  to  be  subjected  to  arrest  of  their  goods  for  . 
damages  unascertained. 

On  the  8th  day  of  May,  1871,  the  Appellants  obtained  the  leave 
of  the  Court  to  put  in,  and  they  did  accordingly  put  in,  a  supple- 
mental answer  to  raise  clearly  the  question  whether  the  Court  of 
Chancery  of  the  Ids  of  Man  had  a  right  to  grant  an  injunction 
against  the  Appellants  as  lessees  of  the  Crown  inhibiting  them 
from  proceeding  with  their  mining  operations  until  they  gave 
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J.  G.       secnrity,  and  to  question  the  right  of  landowners  or  tenants  under 

1873       whose  lands  Crown  lessees  have  a  right  of  extracting  mineralsi  to 

Ballacobeish  obtain  compensation  for  any  damage  sustained  by  them  in  the  &ir 

^I'^'ci;™'  ^^d  legitimate  working  of  the  mines  and  raising  minerals. 

MrNiKQ  Co.       It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  Appellants  had  a  right 

Habriso^t.    under  their  lease  and  by  the  custom  of  the  island  to  excavate  the 

*~^       land  and  break  the  surface  for  the  purpose  of  mining ;  that  some 

surface  damage  had  been  done  by  their  mining  operations)  and 

that  a  custom  prevails  in  the  island  for  mining  companies  to  make 

compensation  in  all  such  cases.    It  was  also  proved  that  a  level 

which  was  driven  by  them  underground  struck  a  porous  vein,  and 

that  the  water  in  the  wells  had  since  greatly  diminished. 

On  the  8th  day  of  June,  1872,  the  cause  was  heard,  and  on  the 
4th  day  of  July,  1872,  a  decree,  dated  the  8th  day  of  June,  1872, 
was  made  by  the  Court  declaring  that  the  Appellants  were  by 
the  custom  of  the  isle  liable  to  make  compensation  to  the  Be- 
spondents  for  the  surface  damage  caused  to  the  lands  in  the  bill 
referred  to  by  the  mining  operations  of  the  Appellants,  and  also 
that  the  Appellants  were  liable  to  make  compensation  to  the 
Respondents  for  the  damage  caused  to  the  aforesaid  lands  by  the 
Appellants  sinking  and  working  mines  on  the  lands  of  the  Re- 
spondents, and  thereby  interfering  with  their  rights  of  water  as 
complained  of  in  the  said  bill,  no  custom  to  the  contrary  having 
been  proved.  And  an  issue  was  directed  to  ascertain  whether  any 
and  what  damage  had  been  done  by  the  Appellants  to  the  lands 
of  the  Respondents,  and,  if  any  had  been  done,  the  jury  was  to 
assess  separately  the  amount  of  surface  damage  done  to  the  land, 
and  the  amount  of  damage  (if  any)  done  by  interference  with 
water. 

No  direction  was  given  by  the  decree  in  reference  to  the  security 
which  had  been  given  against  fature  damage,  or  as  to  the  injunc- 
tion of  the  2nd  day  of  February,  1871. 

The  Appellants  accordingly  presented  a  Petition  to  the  said 
Court  praying  that  the  said  injunction  might  be  dissolved.  The 
said  Petition  was  heard  on  the  17th  day  of  October,  1872,  when  it 
was  ordered  that  the  said  injunction  should  be  sustained  until  the 
hearing  of  the  cause  on  its  merits,  or  until  the  same  should  be 
otherwise  disposed  of. 
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The  Court,  in  giving  its  reasons  for  the  decree  of  the  8th  day       J.  C. 
of  June,  1872,  expressed  its  opinion  that,  although  no  custom  to       1873 
<x>mpeu8ate  for  damage  by  interference  with  rights  of  water  had  ballIcorkish 
been  provedy  yet  that  it  must  be  assumed  that  persons  working  Silveb,  Lead, 
and  raising  minerals  are  liable  to  compensate  for  damage  occa-   MiinNo  Co. 
sioned  by  interference  with  rights  of  water,  when,  as  is  here  alleged,    habs'ibok. 
such  damage  has  been  caused  by  the  sinking  of  shafts  upon  the       ' 
lands  of  the  complaining  parties* 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  the  orders  of  the  2Dd  day  of 
February,  1871,  and  the  17th  day  of  October,  1872,  and  called  in 
question  the  said  decree  of  the  8th  day  of  June,  1872,  so  &r  as  it 
declares  that  the  Appellants  are  liable  to  make  compensation  to 
the  Bespondents  for  the  damage  caused  to  the  said  lands  by  the 
Appellants  sinking  and  working  mines  on  the  lands  of  the  Be* 
spondents,  and  thereby  interfering  with  their  rights  of  water, 
and  so  fieur  as  the  said  decree  directed  an  issue  to  ascertain  such 
damage. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Katff  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oell  (The  Attomey-Oenerdl  of  the  Ids  of 
Man)  (with  whom  was  Mr.  W.  W.  KardaJcti),  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  mining  operations  of  the  Appellants  have  probably  caused 
damage  to  the  weUs,  but  there  has  been  no  violation  of  right.  It 
was  dammim  absque  injimi. 

The  Act  of  Settlement  of  1703  (1)  shews  the  rights  which 
belong  to  the  Crown,  the  lessor  of  the  Appellants. 

The  Appellants  have  only  worked  old  mines,  and  not  taken  new 
Iand«  They  have  the  mine  and  the  right  to  work  it,  not  doing 
any  legal  injury.  There  is  no  remedy,  though  I  may  do  harm  in 
exercise  of  a  legal  right.  The  damage  for  which  compensation  is 
given  is  that  which  results  from  a  legal  injury :  New  Biver  Com' 
fony  Y.  Johneon  (2). 

Where  mines  and  minerals  are  excepted  they  remain  in  the  lessor. 
Where  a  right  of  property  is  thus  reserved  it  is  different  from 
reserving  a  mere  easement  or  servitude.  In  the  Ide  of  Man  the 
mines,  as  well  as  the  minerals,  are  reserved,  and  the  lord  has  the 
right  to  take  minerals,  making  compensation  for  surface  damage. 

(1)  Supra,  p.  50.  (2)  2  E.  &  B.  435. 
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J.  c.       They  are  the  absolute  property  of  the  lord,  to  be  used  in  any  way 
1873        that  he  thinks  fit:   Proud  v.  BcUes  (I);  DtJce  of  EdmiUon  v* 

Ballaoobkihh  Gr«*«»*  (2). 

^^^'ooPFKB '      ^^  ^^®  ^^^  "  mines  "  not  merely  the  minerals  but  the  place 

MnoNo  Go.   in  which  they  lie  is  reserved  to  the  lord  as  his  own  property,  and 

HABBI80N.    there  are  no  restrictive  words.    It  is  settled  that  a  man  may  do 

that  on  his  own  land  which  may  have  the  efiEect  of  draining  wells 

in  another  person's  land:  Aeton  v.  Blundell  (3);   Cheeteman  v. 

Biehards  (4). 

If  the  Appellants  had  been  mining  in  land  of  their  own,  which 
was  side  to  side  with  the  Bespondent*s  fiarm,  their  right  to  do  what 
they  have  done  could  not  have  been  questioned ;  and  it  ought 
not  to  ^be  questioned,  because  the  mine  is  subjacent  instead  of 
being  laterally  adjacent. 

No  custom  has  been  proved  of  giving  compensation  for  draining 
off  water;  it  is  for  the  Bespondents  to  prove  such  a  custom. 
There  can  be  no  adverse  usage  of  a  thing  invisible,  such  as  per-* 
colating  water. 

The  proceedings  of  the  Court  against  the  Appellants  were  irre- 
gular. No  such  proceeding  should  be  taken,  except  where  there 
is  no  property  within'  the  jurisdiction,  which  was  not  the  case  here. 
A  jurisdiction  is  alleged  in  respect  of  debts  not  payable  at  present. 
We  admit  that  there  may  be  cases  in  which  process  of  arrest  has* 
been  used  ex  parte,  but  they  have  not  been  judicially  sanctioned.. 
Debt,  even  future,  is  ascertained;  but  who  is  to  regulate  the 
sum  to  be  paid  in  an  injunction  suit?  and  how  is  it  to  be  asoer* 
tained  ?  In  England  the  Courts  grant  an  injunction  only  till  the 
trial  of  the  right  to  carry  on  the  works.  Where  damages  have 
been  obtained  against  a  party,  and  he  is  not  able  to  pay,  there* 
may  be  an  injunction. 

There  has  been  a  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  island  from  time 
immemorial,  and  there  is  no  special  case  in  which  it  acts  on  dif-- 
ferent  principles  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  It  has 
certain  statutory  powers,  but  none  relating  to  this  subject  The 
Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Ide  of  Man  is  a  Court  of  Law  and  Equity. 
If  the  Defendant  is  resident  on  the  island  mesne  process  prior  to> 

(1)  34  L.  J.  (N.S.)  (Ch.)  406.  (3)  12  M.  &  W.  324. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.,  Sc.  App.  167.  (4)  7  H.  L.  C.  349. 
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inyestigatioii  cannot  i3sae  against  him  unless  there  be  an  affidavit       J.  C. 
that  he  is  about  to  leave  the  island.  The  injunction  means  that  the       1878 
company  is  restrained  from  working  until  it  gives  securitjr.    It  BAixAooBxigB 
was  a  foreign  corporation,  %,e,  foreign  to  Man  ;  but  the  company  at  ^^^q^j^^ 
least  possessed  its  mining  property  and  ore  in  Man.  Mining  Co. 

Taking  it  to  mean  that  the  security  should  cover  not  all  damage    Habbisoh. 
to  be  done  at  any  time,  but  only  the  damage  which  might  be  done       ""^ 
up  to  the  time  of  trial,  that  is  equally  illegal. 

The  applicant  ought  at  least  to  have  given  security  before  such 
a  step  was  taken.  Even  trespass  is  not  ground  for  an  injunction 
unless  to  prevent  irreparable  damage.  The  Court  never  stops  a 
trade  by  injunction,  especially  where  no  wrong  proved.  For 
damage  actually  done  there  may  be  an  arrest  of  property,  but  not 
for  prospective  damage.  After  all,  when  the  accounts  are  taken 
it  might  turn  out  that  no  damage  had  been  done. 

The  injunction  is  such  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England 
could  not  issue :  Salmon  v.  Bandal  (1) ;  and  it  is  impossible  that 
the  Court  of  Chancery  of  Man  can  possess  such  a  power.  We  were 
compelled  to  obey,  and  to  give  security,  for  the  works  were  stopped ; 
the  mine  would  have  been  destroyed  if  we  had  not  submitted.  The 
order  containing  the  injunction  of  the  18th  of  October,  1872,  is 
bad,  for  the  injunction  had  ceased  by  the  giving  of  the  bond. 

Mr.  Manisb/y  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ever itt,  tot  the  Bespondents : — 

Gases  between  adjoining  lateral  proprietors  are  not  authorities  in 
a  question  between  these  tenants  and  the  lord  as  to  operations 
conducted  on  the  same  land.  As  between  the  lord  and  a  copy- 
holder, the  lord  is  to  be  presumed  to  have  granted  the  land  to  the 
copyholder  with  the  benefit  of  all  streams.  Even  an  express 
r^eservation  would  not  give  a  right  to  destroy  streams  and  rivulets ; 
a  custom  to  do  so  would  be  bad :  DuJee  of  Hamilton  v.  Oraham  (2) 
and  other  Scotch  cases  of  a  grant  out  of  which  something  was 
reserved,  were  mere  cases  of  contract,  not  of  tenure. 

This  is  copyhold  or  customary  freehold.  It  is  recognised  by  the 
Act  of  Settlement,  not  created  by  a  new  bargain.  The  right  to 
work  mines  is  not  mentioned  in  the  reservation,  so  that  a  custom 

(1)  3  My.  &  Cr.  439.     .  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L,  Sc.  App.  167. 
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J.  c.       most  be  proyedi  and  must  be  reafionable.    The  cufltomary  right  is 
1878        to  work  mines,  paying  for  the  damage  done.     The  Appellants 
BaliIcorkuh  ^^^^  to  ^^tor  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  damage." 
SiLVKGu  Lkad,     Jq  ^1^3  ^Q^  Qf  Settlement  the  lord  does  not  rely  on  contract^ 

AND  CktPPKB  ^  ^      ' 

Mining  Go.  but  falls  back  on  old  rights  and  privileges.  A  grantor  derogating 
Habbibok.  from  his  own  grant  must  shew  express  authority.  The  lord  having 
granted  the  snr£Efcce  to  the  Respondents  as  customary  tenants, 
cannot  lawfully  derogate  from  his  own  grant  by  so  working  the 
mines  as  to  inflict  damage  of  this  description  on  the  tenants.  The 
Act  of  Settlement  recognises  such  royalties  **  as  now  or  heretofore," 
&c. ;  the  custom  therefore,  if  any,  must  be  older  than  the  Act  of 
Settlement,  otherwise  the  miners  may  destroy  every  spring  in  the 
island  without  compensation.  All  is  to  be  taken  in  &vour  of 
the  grantee  and  against  the  grantor.  The  Crown  here  represents 
the  Earl  of  Derby ^  who  was  only  lord  of  the  manor,  and  is  not 
entitled  to  the  favourable  presumptions  which  the  Grown  itself 
can  claim.  The  Crown  could  not  enter  and  could  not  give  licence  * 
to  others  to  enter.  A  custom  to  compensate  for  all  surfieuse  damage 
is  established.  Damage  to  springs  and  wells  at  or  near  the  surfisu^ 
is  in  feust  surface  damage ;  that  particular  form  of  damage  not 
having  arisen  before,  the  Bespondents  have  not  been  able  to  shew 
that  it.  has  been  paid  for,  but  it  was  for  the  Appellants  to  prove 
that  the  custom  does  not  extend  to  wells.  The  Appellants  cannot 
now  complain  of  the  injunction.  The  arrest  of  lead  ore  was  for 
£400,  and  the  injunction  bond  is  for  £300,  a  less  sum.  The 
Appellants  accepted  dischaige  of  the  arrest,  and  gave  security  for 
£300.  Where  there  is  equitable  jurisdiction,  as  in  waste,  we  may 
ask  for  an  injunction,  and  also  ask  for  security. 

The  decree  actually  made  was  correct.  It  was  something  like  a 
ne  exeai  in  the  English  Courts,  The  process  in  England  is  severe 
against  foreigners ;  and  this  company  was  foreign  to  the  Ids  of 
Man.  The  Court  could  arrest  property  as  a  material  guarantee. 
The  Appellants  had  a  right  to  an  action  if  they  had  been  treated 
with  excessive  rigour.  The  Appellants  gave  their  bond,  and  got 
release  of  the  lead  ore.  The  injunction  has  been  so  &r  complied 
with,  and  it  is  too  late  to  appeal. 

Where  a  Judge  at  common  law  makes  an  order  which  is  perhaps 
irregular,,  but  which  is  coupled  with  some  provision  that  is  bene- 
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ficial  to  a  party,  he  cannot  take  the  benefit  of  sach  provision  and       j.  c. 
appeal  against  the  order.  1873 

The  followinfi:  cases  were  also  referred  to :  Bonomi  v.  Baeh'  Ballaoobktbh 

Silver,  Lead, 

houie  (1)  ;   Humphries  y.  Brogden  (2) ;  HUion  y.  Lord  Oran-  and  Copper 
vUU  (3) ;  Bowser  v.  Maclean  (4) ;  Lord  Cardigan  v.  Armiiage  (5) ;         \, 
Dickinson  v.  Orand  Junction  Canal  Company  (6) ;  Bourne  y.  Tay-    ^[aksmok. 
lor  (7)  ;  Duke  of  PorOand  v.  HiU  (8)  ;  WhitAead  v.  Parks  (9) ; 
Duke  of  Bucdeuck  v.  Wakefidd  (10);  JT^  v.  Gibb  (11);  £eK  v. 
Wilson  (12) ;  jRotiAottam  v.  Wilson  (13) ;  JJZocicft  v.  Bradley  (14). 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  now  delivered  by  1878 

LOBD  PeHZANCE  :  —  Dee.  19. 

The  Appellants,  under  a  lease  from  the  Crown,  have  entered 
upon  lands  oocupied  by  the  Bespondents,  have  sank  shafts,  or  en- 
larged shafts  already  sunk,  and  worked  the  mines  there. 

The  Respondents  filed  their  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Court 
below  oomplaining  of  two  distinct  species  of  damage — ^first,  the 
damage  done  to  the  surface  by  depositing  spoil  from  the  mine  upon 
it ;  and  second,  the  damage  done  to  three  several  springs  of  water 
which  existed  in  their  land,  and  which  they  used  for  fi|rm  purposes. 

They  also  complained  in  their  bill  of  the  entry  by  the  Appel- 
lants into  their  land  and  breaking  the  surface  for  the  purpose  of 
mimng ;  but  this,  it  was  proved  in  the  Court  below,  the  Appel- 
lants had  a  right,  under  their  lease  and  by  the  custom  of  the 
island,  to  do ;  and  the  Court  below  have  practically  aflGurmed  this 
right,  nor  is  it  in  question  now. 

The  Appellants  by  their  answer  denied  the  Bespondents'  claim 
both  for  damage  to  their  springs  of  water  and  damage  done  to  the 
surface  by  depositing  the  spoil  upon  it. 

(1)  9H.  L.  C.  508;  S.  C.  8  L.  J.         (6;  7  Ex.  282. 
(N.8.)  181.  (7)  10  EaBt,  189,  202. 

(2)  12  Q.  B.  739 ;  S.  C.  20  L.  J.  (8)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  777. 

(N.S.)  (Q.R)  10.  (9)  27  L.  J.  (N.S.)  Ex.  169 ;  2  H. 

(3)  6  Q.  B.  701 ;    S.  C.  13  L.  J.     &  N.  870. 

(N.8.)  (Q.R)  193.  (10)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  377. 

(4)  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  415 ;  S.  C.  30       (11)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  699. 
L.  J.  (N.S.)  (<iB.)  273.  (12)  Law  Rep.  1  Cli.  303. 

(5)  2  B.  &  C.  197*  (13)  8  H.  L.  C.  348. 

(14)  1  B.  i&  S.  940. 
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J.  c.  But  this  latter  claim  was  clearly  proved  by  the  evidence  to  be 

1S78       in  accordance  with  the  custom  of  the  island,  and  the  Appellants 

Ballaootsub  ^^  ^^*  ^^^  ^  appeal  contend  that  they  are  not  liable  for  it 

Sn.v«B,  Leap,     The  question,  therefore,  is  narrowed  to  the  point  whether,  upon 

HiNiMo  Ck>.  the  general  principles  of  law  applicable  to  their  respective  posi- 

Habbison,    tions,  or  upon  the  custom  of  the  island,  the  Appellants  are  respon- 

""^       sible  for  the  damage  done  to  the  springs. 

The  Court  below  has  by  its  decree  decided  this  question  in  the 
affirmative,  and  has  accordingly  directed  an  inquiry  by  a  jury  as  to 
the  quantum  of  damage  sustained  under  this  head. 

The  present  appeal  calls  in  question  the  principles  on  which 
that  decree  proceeded,  and  raises  a  controversy  of  very  general 
interest  and  very  wide  range ;  for  the  damage  complained  of  is  the 
withdrawal  by  percolation  into  the  mine  of  the  AppeUants  of 
water  which,  it  is  averred,  would  otherwise  flow  into,  or  having 
flowed  into,  would  have  been  retained  in  the  wells  or  springs  on 
the  Respondents'  land ;  and  such  percolation  of  water  is  so  common 
an  incident  of  mining  that  any  legal  liability  attaching  to  it  cannot 
fail  to  be  fraught  with  serious  consequences. 

The  facts  that  give  rise  to  this  legal  question  in  this  case  are 
these.  A  new  level  was  driven  by  the  Appellants  under  the  Re- 
spondents* land  about  two  years  ago,  and  from  that  time  the  wells 
and  springs  were  dried  up. 

This  level  appears  to  have  been  worked  at  a  considerable  depth 
below  the  springs,  being  at  the  tlepth  of  twenty-five  fathoms,  or 
150  feet  below  the  sur£EU)e,  at  or  near  the  part  where  the  springs 
lay ;  but  it  was  said  by  one  of  the  witnesses  to  have  struck  a 
*'  porous  vein,"  and  the  contemporaneous  failure  of  water  in  all  the 
wells  was  the  apparent  result 

In  this  state  of  things  it  is  convenient  to  consider  the  legal  rights 
of  the  parties  in  the  first  place,  independently  of  any  custom. 

If  the  litigant  parties  had  been  the  respective  owners  of  two 
adjacent  closes,  and  one  of  them,  mining  in  his  own  land,  had 
drawn  off  by  natural  percolation  through  the  soil  the  water  which 
fed  a  spring  or  well  on  the  land  of  the  other,  there  would  have 
been  no  question  to  discuss;  for  the  cases  otAchn  v.  Blunddl  (1)  and 
Cha8emoreY.Bichard8(2)  have  affirmed  conclusively  this  proposition 

(1)  12  M.  &  W.  324.  (2)  7  H.  L.  C.  349. 
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— ^that  the  disturbance  or  removal  of  the  soil  in  a  man's  own  land,       j.  o. 
though  it  is  the  means  (by  process  of  natural  percolation)  of  drying        1873 
tip  his  neighbour's  spring  or  weU,  does  not  constitute  the  invasion  ballaoorkibh 
of  a  l^al  rights  and  will  not  sustain  an  action.    And  further,  that  Silvsb,  Lbad, 

«        i  *  ^  AND  CJOPPBB 

it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  damage  arise  by  the  water   HmiNa  Go. 
percolating  away,  so  that  it  ceases  to  flow  along  channels  through    habbisqv. 
which.it  previously  found  its  way  to  the  spring  or  well ;  or  whether,        *~* 
having  found  its  way  to  the  spring  or  weU^  it  ceases  to  be  retained 
theieii 

But  here  a  distinction  was  drawn  in  argument.  It  was  said 
that  the  relations  of  the  two  parties  in  this  case  are  not  similar  to 
those  of  two  strangers  in  title  occupying  adjacent  closes ;  for  that 
the  Appellants  represent,  through  the  Crown,  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  and  the  Bespondents  are  customary  tenants  of  the  manor ; 
and  that  the  lord,  having  granted  the  surfeu^  to  the  customary 
tenants,  could  not  lawfully  derogate  from  his  own  grant  by  so 
working  the  mines  as  to  inflict  damage  of  this  description  on  the 
tenants. 

This  reasoning,  whatever  weight  attaches  to  it,  appears  to  apply 
to  the  present  case ;  but  the  Bespondents'  argument  admits  of  a 
more  cogent  answer. 

The  Court,  in  both  the  cases  cited,  dwelt  upon  the  extreme 
difiBculty,  if  not  impossibility,  of  pursuing  the  courses  of  this 
natural  percolation  of  water,  so  as  to  bring  together  cause  and 
result  with  that  reasonable  d^ree  of  certainty  which  ought  to 
attend  the  enforcement  of  a  legal  right,  and  relied  upon  this  diffi- 
culty as  a  prominent  reason  for  declaring  damage  of  this  descrip* 
tion  to  be  damnum  absque  iryurid. 

The  mutual  rights  of  the  lord  and  the  tenants  of  the  manor 
were  finally  settled  and  adjusted  by  the  Aei  of  Tynwali  in  1703. 
That  Aot  recited  that  disputes  had  arisen  as  to  these  mutual  rights, 
and  that  the  Act  was  passed  with  the  consent  of  both  parties  to 
put  an  end  to  all  such  disputes. 

After  assuring  to  the  customary  tenants  their  lands  and  rights, 
the  Act  expressly  excepts  in  favour  of  the  lord  all  ^'  mines,  mine- 
rals," &C.  The  words  are : — [His  Lordship  here  read  the  words  of 
the  Act  (1).]    The  lord's  right  to  the  mines  and  minerals,  it  is  to 

(1)  SuprOf  p.  50, 


62  OASES  m  THE  PMVT  OOTTNGIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  0.       be  observedy  is  affirmed  bjr  way  of  exception ;  it  is  affirmed  to  have 

1873       been  excepted  ont  of  the  thing  granted.    It  is  not,  therefore,  a 

Ballagobkish  ™®^  liberty  to  work  the  mines  which  the  lord  has ;  but  the  Act 

^Ind'oopp^'''  *ffi™«  ^J^**  ^f  ^  ^^<^V^  out  Of  the  grant  not  only  the  mineraJs, 
MiMiHG  Go.  but  that  portion  of  the  soil  which  contains  the  minerals^  and  which 
Habrirox.    constitutes  the  **  mine/' 

The  legal  effect  of  such  an  exception  is  undoubted ;  it  was  com- 
mented upon  by  Lord  Eatherl^  in  the  case  of  Proud  r.  Bates  (1). 
'^  There  is  no  doubt/'  he  says,  "  but  that  the  mines  are  al- 
together out  of  the  demise;  and  never  having  been  demised 
or  parted  with  at  all,  the  Defendants  are  at  liberty  to  use  them 
as  they  think  fit/'  The  rights  of  the  lord  or  grantor  in  sach 
cases  are  further  illustrated  and  explained  in  Dtike  of  Hamilton 
V.  Oraham  (2). 

If,  then,  the  lord  is  thus  possessed  of  the  mines  as  of  his  own 
original  title  in  the  soil,  he  has  all  the  rights  incidental  to  that 
ownership,  and  among  others  he  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  all  waters 
found  thereon  and  percolating  by  natural  processes  into  the  mines 
when  opened.  He  may  apply  such  waters  too  in  any  way  be 
pleases,  or  he  may  simply  remove  them  and  cast  them  away.  And 
the  question  is,  whether  in  exercising  a  right  thus  incident  to  the 
ownership  reserved  to  him  he  is  derogating  from  anything  which 
he  has,  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  granted  to  the  tenants 
of  the  matior. 

Express  grant  of  these  springs  for  the  use  of  the  tenant,  of 
course,  there  is  none;  and  as  these  particular  springs  are  not 
shewn  to  have  been  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  Act  of  1703,  it 
is  not  easy  to  see  how  it  could  be  implied  that  they  individually 
were  then  or  at  any  previous  time  granted. 

If  such  a  grant  could  be  implied  at  all  therefore,  it  could 
only  be  so  as  part  of  the  general  ownership  and  dominion  of  the 
surface,  which  carries  with  it^  no  doubt,  the  right  to  the  use  of  the 
water  falling  upon  it,  or  rising  there  in  the  form  of  a  spring,  or  at 
any  time  found  upon  it.  But  the  same  thing  is  true,  as  has  been 
just  pointed  out,  of  the  ownership  of  the  mines. 

How  then  are  these  respective  rights  to  be  reconciled  ?    They 

(1)  34  L.  J.  (N.S.)  Eq.  411.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  H.  L.,  Sc  App.  167. 
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cannot^  in  a  legal  poinfc  of  view,  be  distinguishable  from  those  of  J.  c. 
the  owners  of  adjacent  portions  of  the  same  dose,  the  only  isrs 
difference  being  that  the  former  are  adjacent  yertically  instead,  of  ballaoorkwh 

laterally.  Silver,  Lkad,, 

^  AND  Copper 

The  case  may  therefore  be  put  of  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  land  Mikino  Co. 
who  has  parted  by  grant  with  a  portion  of  it  and  retained  the  Harbison. 
rest* 

Nowy  it  is  obvious  that  the  respective  rights  of  the  grantor  and 
grantee  in  such  a  case  can  only  be  upheld  so  long  as  the  dis- 
tinction is  maintained  between  a  right  to  use  and  appropriate,  the 
water  which  the  soil  from  time  to  time  affords,  and  a  right  to  have 
the  flow  of  that  water  in  the  soil  preserved  without  disturbance. 

In  what  respect,  then,  do  their  rights  differ  from  those  of  the 
owners  of  adjoining  closes,  who  are  strangers  in  title,  each  of  whom 
is  entitled  by  law  to  the  water  found  upon  his  land,  but  neither  of 
whom  is  entitled  to  complain  of  the  loss  of  that  water  by  natural 
percolation  set  in  action  by  his  neighbour's  excavations. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  two  cases  are  substantially 
identical,  and  that  the  same  law  must  govern  both.  The  grant  of 
the  surface  cannot  carry  with  it  more  than  the  absolute  ownership 
of  the  entire  soil  would  include. 

That  absolute  ownership  is  held  not  to  include  a  right  to  be 
protected  from  loss  of  water  by  percolation  into  openings  made 
in  the  soil  of  a  neighbouring  owner.  How,  then,  can  the  grant  of 
the  surface  only  be  held  to  include  such  a  protection  ? 

To  hold  otherwise  might  not  improbably  result  in  rendering  the 
reservation  of  mines  and  minerals  wholly  useless.  Percolation  of 
water  into  mines  to  some  extent  is  an  almost  necessary  incident  of 
mining.  And  if  the  grant  of  the  surface  carries  with  it  a  right  to 
be  protected  from  any  loss  of  surfiEUse  water  by  this  percolation,  the 
owner  of  the  surface  would  hold  the  owner  of  the  mines  at  his 
mercy,  for  he  would  be  entitled  by  injunction  to  inhibit  the  work- 
ing of  the  mines  at  all. 

It  is  not  at  variance  with  this  view  that  the  case  of  Whitehead 
Y.  Parhs  (1)  was  decided,  because  in  that  case  there  was  a  lease 
and  a  distinct  grant  of  the  injured  springs  eo  namine^  and  the 

(1)  2  H.  &  N.  870. 
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J.  0.       iojury  was  the  act  of  one  who  claimed  under  the  leaeor^  so  that 

1873       the  question  resolved  itself  into  the  meaning  and  construction  of 

Ballaoobxibh  ^^^  words  used  in  the  leas3,  and  did  not  depend  on  the  rights  to  be 

SiLYiaL  Lead,  assi&:ned  by  the  law  to  persons  standing  in  certain  relations  of  title 

AND  Copper  e»  -^  r  o 

Mining  Ck).  to  one  another^  tbe  Court  holding  that  by  the  terms  of  the  lease 
Harbison,    the  lestor  had  so  far  assured  to  the  lessee  the  continuance  of  the 
springs  in  question  that  he  could  not  lawfully,  by  any  act  of  his 
own,  diminish  them. 

There  remains  the  question  of  custom.  This  is  a  question  of 
fact. 

It  was  argued  that  the  custom  proved  was  wide  enough  to  in- 
clude the  damages  done  to  the  springs  of  water,  and  that  damage 
to  the  springs  was  in  fact  damage  done  to  the  surface  of  the  land 
at  or  near  which  the  springs  were  found,  or  if  not,  then  that  the 
custom  was  really  a  custom  to  compensate  for  damage  generally, 
and  that  proof  of  compensation  made  for  damage  to  springs  was 
only  wanting  because  .that  particular  form  of  damage  had  not 
previously  arisen. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  concur  with  either  contention.  The 
Court  below  has  found  as  the  result  of  the  evidence  that  a  custom 
existed  **  to  compensate  for  surface  damage  that  may  be  done  to 
the  land,"  but  that  ''no  custom  to  compensate  for  damage  by  inter- 
ference with  rights  of  water  has  been  proved." 

No  further  definition  is  given  of  what  is  intended  by  ''  surfitce 
damage  done  to  the  land,"  but  the  words  are  plainly  used  in  con- 
tradistinction to  "  damage  by  interference  with  rights  of  water," 
in  respect  of  which  it  was  said  no  custom  was  proved. 

It  is  therefore  impossible,  their  Lordships  think,  to  hold  that 
the  Court  below  intended,  when  speaking  of ''  surface  damage,"  to 
inclade  damage  done  to  the  springs. 

Nor  would  the  evidence  justify  such  a  conclusion. 

For  there  is  not  a  single  witness  who  even  alludes  to  a  claim 
ever  having  been  made  in  respect  of  such  damages,  still  less 
acceded  to— although  it  can  hardly  be  the  case  that  mining  should 
have  been  carried  on  to  any  extent  in  the  island  without  giving  rise 
to  damage  of  this  description. 

Be  this  as  it  may,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  a  custom 
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to  oompenaate  for  a  species  of  damage  which  does  not  £Edl  within       J.  C. 
the  ordinaiy  definition  of  legal  damagOi  and  which  is  not  efusdem       1873 
generis  with  that  of  which  proof  was  giyen,  needs  for  its  establish-  ballaooskkh 
ment  at  least  some  direct  proof  of  its  eidstence,  and  ought  not  to  ^1^^^*^^^' 
be  inferred  from  the  fact  of  ordinary  damage  to  the  surface   HinihoCo. 
of  the  land  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  words  having  been  always    Habbooh. 
paid  for,  *     ' 

In  the  result)  therefore,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  adyise  Her 
Hajestyi  that  this  appeal  should  be  allowed ;  that  the  decree  of 
the  8th  of  July,  1872,  should  be  varied  by  omitting  so  much  of 
the  same  as  declares  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  the  Defen- 
dants are  also  liable  to  make  compensation  to  the  Complainants  for 
the  damage  caused  to  the  aforesaid  lands  by  the  Defendants 
sinking  and  working  mines  on  the  lands  of  Complainants,  and 
thereby  interfering  with  the  rights  of  water  as  complained  of  in 
this  bill,  and  as  directs  the  jury  to  estimate  and  assess  the  amount 
of  damage  (if  any)  done  by  interference  with  water;  and  by 
declaring  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  not  entitled  to  compensation  for 
such  last-mentioned  damage.  And  that  the  order  of  the  Court  for 
an  injunction  should  be  reversed  as  not  being  justified  by  any 
established  practice  of  the  Courts  in  the  Isle  of  Man,  and  contrary. 
to  the  practice  of  the  Courts  in  England;  but  that  the  bond, 
which  appears  to  have  taken  the  place  of  the  arrested  goods, 
should  remain  in  force,  and  that  the  Appellants  are  entitled  to 
their  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Sorace  Watson, 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondents :  Thomas  Johnston* 
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J-  c .♦      WILLIAM    MUIR,    GEORGE    BARCLAY  I  appellants  • 
1873  MUIR,  AKD  JAMES  MUIR  .....[ 

^iw.  27,  29;  and 

J}ee,  9. 

— ^*      JAMES  MUIR Rbspondeht. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  OOUBT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  (APPEAL    ' 
SIDE)  FOR  THE  PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA. 

Law  of  Lotver  Canada — Alimentary  Allowance — Compeniatxim, 

The  rale  of  law  in  Lower  Canada  that  a  debt  doe  from  the  estate  of  ^ 
testator  in  respect  of  an  alimeDtary  allowance  given  by  his  will  is  incapable 
of  being  the  subject  of  compensation  or  set-off,  applies  even  in  the  case 
where  the  donee  of  the  alimentary  allowance  is  an  executor  and  trustee  of 
the  estate. 

The  law  of  Lower  Canada  does  not  recognise  the  distinction  between  Law 
and  Equity  which  prevails  in  England, 

The  right  to  *' rapport"  or  ^^letum''  is  simply  an  incident  to  a  partition. 

Where  a  person  who  is  indebted  to  an  estate  is  entitled  to  receive  by  way 
of  alimentaiy  allowance  an  aliquot  portion  of  the  net  reveoue  of  the  estate ; 
it  is  erroneous  to  reckon  as  part  of  such  revenue  the  interest  due  from  such 
person  on  his  debt. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  rendered  on  the  9th  of  Sep- 
tember,  1870^  in  favoor  of  the  Respondent,  with  costs^  in  a  canse 
in  which  the  Bespondent  was  Plainti&i  and  the  Appellants,  in  the 
qualities  and  capacities  of  executors  and  administrators  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  Ebenezer  Muir,  deceased,  late  of  Montreal, 
were  Defendants. 

The  Bespondent,  James  Muir,  was  at  the  same  time  one  of  the 
Appellants  es  qualiiis,  and  the  three,  WiUtam  Muir^  QeorgeBardatf 
Muir  J  and  James  Jfmr,  were  sons  of  Ebenezer  Muir. 

On  the  23rd  of  May,  1857,  Ebenezer  Muir  made  his  will,  and 
after  a  certain  devise  and  bequest  therein  to  his  wife,  Dame  Jane 
Stedf  devised  and  bequeathed  as  follows : — 

**  And  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  my  property  real 
and  personal,  moveable  and  immoveable,  ready  moneys,  rights, 

♦  Present ;— Sib  Jameb  W.  Golvhjc,  Sib  Babnbs  Feaoock,  Sib  Montagub 
E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Bobbbt  P.  Gollieb. 
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actions,  right  of  action,  debts,  claims,  and  demands  generally  J.  0. 
whatsoever,  which'  at  the  time  of  my  death  may  be  owned  by  or  1S73 
belonging  to  me,  or  to  which  I  may  then  be  entitled,  whatever  may  ]|^ 
be  the  amount,  value,  or  description  or  situation  thereof,  without       ^^V^ 

any  exception  or  reservation  whatsoever,  I  give,  devise,  and  be-       

queath  in  trust  unto  my  beloved  sons  William  Muir^  Qeorgs 
Barday  Muir,  and  James  Muir,  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them, 
that  the  said  trustees  shall  reduce  the  same  into  their  possession 
without  delay/' 

He  then  directed  the  trustees  to  pay  certain  expenses,  and  out 
of  the  then  net  annual  proceeds  to  pay  a  certain  annuity  to  his 
wife,  and  gave  directions  as  to  the  duties  of  the  trustees  in  the 
terms  following : 

**  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said  trustees, the  remainder 

of  the  said  annual  revenue  to  divide  and  pay  to  the  whole  of  ,my 
children,  is3ue  of  my  marriage  with  the  said  Jane  SUd^  or  their 
lawful  issue  surviving,  share  and  share  alike  jwr  sowihe  jea^tlj  a>nd 
and  every  year  by  quarterly  payments,  until  the  youngest  of  my 
grandchildren  shall  have  attained  the  age  of  majority,  and  upon 
the  accomplishment  of  the  majority  of  my  youngest  graadcliild  the 
whole  of  the  immoveable  part  of  my  estate,  rest,  residue,  and  re- 
mainder thereof  shall  then  be  sold,  and  as  soon  as  my  entire  estate 
can  be  converted  into  cash  the  same  shall  be  divided  between,  the 
said  children  who  may  then  be  alive,  or  their  lawful  issue  repre- 
senting them,  in  fiill  property,  share  and  share  alike,.jpar.  90Uehe, 
in  the  order  in  which,  successions  are  divided  in  this  country.. 

**  And  I  do  hereby  declare  it  to  be.  my  will  and  desire  that  the 
revenue  of  my  estate  is  bequeathed  and  intended  to  be  bequeathed 
unto  my  beloved  wife  and  children,  and  the  lawful  issue  of  the 
latter,  as  an  alimentary  allowance  or  pension,  until  the  accomplish-t 
ment  of  the  majority  of  my  youngest  grandchild  as  aforesi^d,  and 
the  said  alimentary  allowance  shall  not  be  sold,,  mortgaged  or  made 
away  with  by  anticipation  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  nor  shall  it 
be  subject  to  seisure  or  other  contingencies  to  which  persooai  or 
other  property  is  subject^  but  shall  be  paid  to  them  only  as  an  a}i* 
mentary  allowance 

*'  And  it  is  my  wish  and  desire  that  in  the  event  of  any  one  or 

3         F  2 
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J.  C.  more  of  my  children  dying  nnmarried,  or  dying  married,  but  with- 
1878  out  issuey  or  such  issue  predeceasing  themselvesy  the  share  of  the 
Mun  party  so  dying,  either  in  the  revenue  or  capital,  shall  revert  and 
MuiB.  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ™^^  ^^  ^7  estate,  and  be  divided  between  tbe  sur- 
-" —  vivor  or  survivors  of  them,  or  their  lawlul  issue  as  aforesaid,  share 
and  share  alike. 

**  And  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  my  dear  son  WiUtam  Muir 
shall  assume  the  chief  management  of  my  estate,  and  that  he  shall 
have  and  be  entitled  to  a  sum  of  money  equal  to  2^  per  cent, 
lor  his  trouble  from  time  to  time,  and  in  the  event  of  the  death  of 
the  said  William  Muir,  or  in  the  event  of  his  refusing  to  act,  then 
and  in  such  case  his  successor  as  chief  manager  shall  then  be  ap- 
pointed by  a  majority  of  those  interested  in  my  estate  who  are  of 
age  at  the  time  of  such  nomination. 

''And  to  execute  the  present  my  last  will  and  testament  I 
do  hereby  name  and  appoint  as  executors  the  said  trustees,  or 
the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  to  whom  I  give  the  amplest 
authority  in  that  respect,  and  to  continue  in  office  as  executors 
and  administrators  even  beyond  the  day  and  year  limited  by 
law,  into  the  hands  of  which  said  William  Muir,  George  Barday 
Muir,  and  James  Muir,  to  whom  I  hereby  divest  myself  according 
to  law." 

Jane  Steel  died  before  her  husband. 
^  Ebeneeer  Muir  died  on  the  12th  of  January,  1866. 

Upon  his  death,  ten  parties  became  entitled  to  share  in  the 
division  of  the  annual  revenue  under  the  will,  and  at  the  time 
when  this  suit  was  commenced  his  youngest  grandchild  had  not 
attained  majority. 

At  the  death  of  their  father,  five  of  the  heirs,  and  among  them 
the  three  executors  and  trustees,  were  directly  indebted  to  the 
estate  for  money  advanced  by  him  to  them  to  the  amount  alto- 
gether of  $18,650,  of  which  the  direct  debt  of  James  the  Bespon- 
dent  was  $2200;  and  besides  these  debts  Qeorge  Barclay  and 
James  the  Bespondent  were  indirectly  liable  to  the  estate  upon 
accommodation  indorsements  of  their  father,  Qeorge  Barclay  being 
thus  liable  to  the  amount  of  $4125,  and  James  being  thus  liable 
upon  fifteen  promissory  notes  of  $350  each,  drawn  at  difierent  times 
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bj  him  to  the  order  of  and  indorsed  by  his  father,  and  running  and       J.  a 
unpaid  at  his  father's  death.  1878 

The  direct  debt  of  James,  the  Bespondent,  was  due  upon  a  pro-       ^jj^^ 
missory  note  made  by  him  on  the  1st  of  January,  1862,  for  $2200       ^^^ 
payable  thirty  months  after  date,  with  interest  at  7  per  cent,  per       -^* 
annum,  payable  semi-annually,  which  having  come  to  maturity  in 
July,  1864,  was  not  then  paid  by  him,  and  remained  unpaid  at  his 
father's  death. 

Similarly,  as  shewn  by  their  father's  ledger,  the  direct  debts  of 
the  other  two  trustees  had  been  contracted  some  time  before  his 
death. 

These  direct  debts  were  entered  in  their  father's  ledger  among 
the  assets  of  his  estate. 

After  his  father's  deaths  James,  the  Bespondent,  paid  six  of  the 
aboYO  fifteen  promissory  notes,  leaying  the  estate  liable  for  the 
remaining  nine  notes. 

On  the  7th  of  April,  1866,  a  meeting  of  the  three  trustees  was 
held,  at  which  a  minute  was  signed  by  them  reciting  the  liability 
of  the  estate  on  those  promissory  notes  (to  the  amount  of  $3150), 
and  continuing  thus : 

*'  And  whereas  James  Muir  has  declared  and  does  hereby  de- 
clare his  inability  to  pay  the  aforesaid  notes,  it  is  hereby  resolved 
that  the  notes  aforesaid  now  already  past  due  and  protested  be 
taken  up  and  paid  by  the  estate,  and  those  not  yet  due  of  the 
above,  after  being  protested,  be  also  paid  by  the  estate,  and  the 
amount  paid  on  the  aforesaid  pro.  notes  and  costs  be  held  as  a 
claim  against  the  said  James  Muir,  upon  condition  of  signing  an 
agreement  to  pay  interest  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent,  per  annum 
quarterly,  on  the  amounts  paid  by  the  estate  on  the  aforesaid 
notes." 

These  notes  were  paid  by  the  managing  executor,  William  Muir, 
for  the  estate. 

On  the  10th  of  October,  1866,  another  meeting  of  the  three 
trostees  was  held,  at  which  it  was  resolved  that  the  quarterly 
divisions  of  the  revenue  of  the  estate  required  to  be  made  up  by 
the  will  should  be  made  up  on  the  first  days  of  June,  September, 
Pecember,  and  March,  and  should  include  all  moneys  received  on 
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J.  0.       account  of  reyenae  during  the  preceding  three  months,  after  de- 

1878       ducting  disbursements^  charges,  &c 

ji^jiB  On  the  4th  of  July,  1867,  another  meeting  of  the  three  trustees 

was  held,  at  which  the  following  resolution  was  agreed  to,  and 
signed  by  WiBiam  and  Qeorge  Barclay,  and  objected  to  by  James, 
the  Bespondent : — 

**  It  being  thought  best  for  the  interest  of  the  estate  of  K  Muir 
that  the  moneys  owing  to  the  estate  should  be  called  in  as  soon  as 
possible,  it  was  resolved  that  the  instalments  out  of  the  revenue 
coming  to  the  heirs  owing  money  to  the  estate  be  retained  to  go  to 
their  credit  in  payment  of  the  principal  sums  owing  by  the  said 
heirs  or  their  husbands." 

The  share  of  each  heir  for  quarterly  allowance  was  made  up  by 
WiUiam  Muir  as  managing  director  upon  the  fhll  revenue  from  all 
sources,  interest  being  added  upon  the  debts  of  the  heirs,  includiog 
the  Respondent^  and  considered  as  part  of  the  actual  receipts  of  the 
estate,  and  expenses  being  deducted ;  and  accordingly  in  the  ac- 
counts WiOiam  Muir  charged  the  Bespondent  with  interest  and 
credited  him  with  the  instalments  of  quarterly  allowance  when 
due. 

The  instalments  eomiz^  to  the  Bespondent  down  to  the  1st  of 
June,  1868,  included,  were,  with  his  consent^  retained  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  interest  and  capital  due  by  him  to  the  estate,  whereby 
his  debt  was  reduced  to  $5200*20  at  that  date. 

Previously  thereto,  on  the  18th  of  February,  1868,  the  Bespon- 
dent executed  a  deed  of  assignment  under  ^  the  Insolvent  Ad  of 
1864,"  of  Lower  Canada,  to  T.  8.  Brown,  the  official  assignee,  and 
annexed  a  schedule,  containing  a  list  of  his  liabilities.  His  liability 
to  lus  father's  estate  was  not  inserted  by  him  in  this  list^  nor  did 
the  Appellants,  though  aware  of  this  assignment^  file  any  claim 
upon  him  in  respect  thereof. 

On  the  31st  of  March,  upon  his  own  petition,  the  Court  dis- 
charged him  from  all  his  debts  and  liabilities  existing  at  and  pre- 
vious to  the  date  of  the  assignment  under  the  provisions  of  the 
above-mentioned  Aot. 

After  the  1st  of  June  albresaidi  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit,  three  quarterly  instalments,  accruing  respectively  on 
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the  Ist  of  September,  1868,  tbe  Ist  of  December,  1868,  and  the       J.  0. 
1st  of  March,  1869,  came  to  the  Bespondent,  and  were  retained       1878 
and  put  in  the  accoonts  by  William  Muir  to  the  Bespondent's       ^^ 
credit  against  the  interest  and  capital  owing  by  him.    The  total      jJ^' 
amomit  of  these  instalments  was  $458,  and  of  this  amount  $269*98        — 
was  credited  to  him  against  interest,  $124*22  was  credited  to  him 
against  capital,  and  the  remaining  $63*80  was  put  against  the 
premium  on  a  life  policy  which  he  had  transferred  to  the  executor 
as  a  further  security  for  his  debt  to  the  estate. 

This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Bespondent  on  the  14th  of 
April,  1869,  for  the  recoyery  of  these  three  instalments  with 
interest 

The  Bespondent^  on  the  4th  of  May,  1869,  filed  his  declaration, 
and  therein  stated  that  the  youngest  grandchild  of  the  testator  had 
not  yet  attained  majority,  that  under  the  will  he  was  entitled  to  an . 
alimentaiy  allowance,  payable  quarterly,  of  one-tenth  part  of  the 
net  reyenue  of  the  estate  of  his  fieither,  after  payment  of  the  charges 
constituted  by  the  will,  and  that  the  Appellants  admitted  the 
amounts  of  three  quarterly  payments,  being  the  three  instalments 
already  mentioned,  but  refused  to  pay  them,  and  by  reason  thereof 
were  indebted  to  the  Bespondent  in  the  sum  of  $458,  and  he 
therefore  prayed  that  the  Appellants  might  be  jomtly  and  seve- 
rally adjudged  and  condemned  to  pay  the  Bespondent  the  said 
sum  with  interest  on  the  said  three  quarterly  payments  respec- 
tiyely. 

The  Appellants  pleaded,  first,  a  plea  of  compensation  in  which 
they  insist  (among  other  things)  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  testator  that  the  Bespondent,  being  named  one  of  the  trustees 
to  whom  the  estate  was  bequeathed,  and  one  of  the  executors  of 
the  will,  should  be  entitled  to  participate  equally  with  the  testa- 
tor^s  other  children  in  the  reyenue  of  the  estate^  while  his  indebt- 
edness created  after  the  making  of  the  will  remained  undischarged, 
and  the  moneys  paid  out  for  him  by  the  Appellants,  after  the 
decease  of  the  testator,  were  not  refunded. 

That  the  Bespondent,  by  accepting  the  trusteeship  and  appoint- 
ment of  executor,  could  not  claim  personally  from  the  Appellants 
any  l^;acy  under  the  will  while  there  existed  a  much  larger  in* 
debtedness  on  his  part  to  the  estate. 
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J.  a  That  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  to  exempt  the  annual 

1873       allowance  made  to  his  children  from  transfer  and  assignment  to 

^^       strangers  only,  and  not  to  free  it  from  any  charge  or  lien  the 

«•         executors  might  have  on  it  for  indebtedness  to  the  estate. 

—  And  therefore  the  Appellants  prayed  that  the  shares  claimed  by 

the  Respondent  in  the  annual  revenue  of  the  estate  of  the  late 

Ebenezer  Muir  should  be  declared  to  have  been  compensated  by  the 

larger  sum  of  $5201*29,  dne  by  the  Bespondent  to  the  Appel* 

lants. 

The  Appellants  secondly  pleaded  a  plea  of  rapport»  which  was 
in  effect  that  the  Bespondent  was  bound  to  bring  the  alleged  debt 
into  hotchpot  before  receiying  the  alimentary  income ;  thirdly,  a 
plea  of  payment ;  and  fourthly,  a  general  denegation  or  trayerse. 
The  Bespondent  answered  and  replied  in  effect : — 
First.  A  general  answer ;  Secondly.  Beplication  to  the  effect  that 
the  claim  of  the  Appellants  to  retain  the  alimentary  allowance  of 
the  Bespondent  on  the  ground  of  compensation  or  rapport  was  un- 
founded inlaw  and  contrary  to  the  testator's  intention ;  Thirdly.  The 
Bespondent's  insolvency  and  discharge ;  and  Fourthly.  Facts  in- 
tended to  shew  that  the  alleged  debt  was  due  not  from  the  Bespon- 
dent, but  from  the  Appellant  William  Muir. 

The  Superior  Court  for  Lovfer  Canada,  held  at  Montreal,  on  the 
80th  of  Ilovember,  1869,  gave  judgment  in  the  action,  and  declared 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  the  Bespondent  was  not  bound  to 
suffer  the  compensation  claimed  by  the  Appellants,  and  was  not 
bound  at  the  time  then  present,  and  so  as  to  vacate  or  diminish  his 
claim  in  the  said  cause,  to  make  the  rapport  claimed  by  the  Appel- 
lants by  reason  of  the  Bespondent's  indebtedness  to  the  estate  of 
his  late  father :  and  condemned  the  Appellants  jointly  and  severally 
to  pay  and  satisfy  to  the  Bespondent  the  sum  of  $458  current 
money  of  OafMda,  which  had  accrued  due  at  the  several  times  in 
such  judgment  set  forth,  together  with  the  several  sums  of  interest 
therein  specified,  and  with  costs  of  suit. 

From  this  decision  appeal  was  made  by  the  Appellants  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  province  of  Quebee,  Canada. 

In  their  factum,  filed  on  the  14th  of  February,  1870,  they  con- 
tended: 
First  That  they  were  named  by  the  will  trustees  and  executors 
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for  the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate,  and  were  directed,  J.  a 
after  the  payment  of  certain  legacies,  to  divide  the  net  revenue  1873 
among  the  legatees ;  that  therefore  the  action  which  the  legatees  h^ 
would  have  against  the  executors  was  in  the  nature  of  an  action      |^** 

m  fartage^  and  consequently  subject  to  the  same  rules ;  and  before       

the  Bespondent  could  enforce  a  partition,  he  was  bound  to  return 
into  the  estate  all  the  sums  in  which  he  was  indebted. 

Secondly.  That  the  principle  of  division  contended  for  by  the 
Bespondent  was  inconsistent  with  the  equality  among  the  legatees 
intended  by  the  will,  for  according  to  him  the  value  of  the  whole 
estate  being  estimated  at  $80,000  dollars,  and  five  of  the  legatees 
owing  $28,000,  more  than  a  third  of  the  whole,  the  five,  without 
bringing  in  this  third,  were  to  share  equally  with  the  rest  in  the 
revenue. 

Thirdly.  That  the  Bespondent^  in  order  to  enjoy  the  legacy 
made  to  him,  must  come  to  the  testamentary  succession  of  the  late 
E.  Muir,  and  consequently  be  one  of  the  heirs  under  Article  597 
of  the  CivU  Code. 

Article  597.  ^  Abintestate  succession  is  that  which  is  established 
by  law  alone,  and  testamentary  succession  that  which  is  derived 
from  the  will  of  man.  The  person  to  whom  either  of  these  succes- 
sions devolves  is  called  heir." 

That  the  fact  of  the  bequest  of  the  tenth  share  being  limited  for 
a  period  to  the  revenue  made  no  difference,  the  bequest  being  as 
perfect  a  bequest  of  an  equal  share  in  the  succession  as  was  made 
to  any  of  the  other  heirs,  and  that  therefore  the  Bespondent  was 
bound  to  make  return  according  to  the  express  provisions  of  the 
code. 

Article  700.  ''  Each  co-heir  returns  into  the  mass,  according  to 
the  rules  hereafter  laid  down,  the  gifts  made  to  him  and  the  sums 
in  which  he  is  indebted." 

Article  712.  "  Every  heir,  even  the  beneficiary  heir,  coming  to  a 
succession,  must  return  to  the  general  mass  all  that  he  has  received 
from  the  deceased  by  gift  inter  vtvos^  directly  or  indirectly ;  he 
cannot  retain  the  gifts  made  nor  claim  the  legacies  bequeathed  by 
the  deceased,  unless  such  gifts  and  legacies  have  been  expressly 
given  him  by  preference  and  beyond  his  share,  or  with  an  exemp- 
tion from  return." 
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J.  o«  Article  718*  "  Beturn  is  only  made  to  the  saccession  of  the 

1878       donor  or  testator.'* 

^^  Article  719.  ^  Whatever  has  been  laid  ont  for  the  establishment 

«•         of  one  of  the  co-heirs  or  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  most  be 
—       retnmed/' 

Fourthly.  They  contended  that  the  Bespondenti  having  ac- 
cepted  the  appointment  of  tnistee  and  ezecntor,  became  vested  as 
such  with  every  amount  in  which  he  was  indebted  to  the  estate ; 
and  that  therefore  the  qualities  of  debtor  and  creditor  meeting  in 
him,  confusion  or  compensation  necessarily  took  place,  and  that 
he  could  not  recover  from  his  co-executors  his  full  share  in  the 
revenue  without  accounting  to  them  for  the  amount  he  held,  or 
the  interest  thereon. 

They  claimed,  therefore,  that  the  Bespondent  should  be  held  to 
return  into  the  estate  the  sum  of  $6201'29,  with  interest,  before 
being  allowed  to  enter  upon  the  enjoyment  of  his  share  of  the  sac- 
cession. 

The  Bespondent  in  his  factum,  filed  on  the  21st  of  February, 
1870,  relied  on  the  terms  of  the  testator's  bequest  to  his  children 
of  the  alimentary  allowance  already  set  out,  and  contended : 

First  That  compensation  could  not  take  place  upon  a  claim  for 
alimens,  quoting  in  support  of  his  contention  Article  1190  of  the 
CUvU  Code. 

Article  1190.  "  Compensation  takes  place  whatever  be  the  cause 
or  consideration  of  the  debts,  or  of  either  of  them,  except  in  the 
following  case (3.)  A  debt  which  has  for  object  an  alimen- 
tary provinon  not  liable  to  seizure/' 

Secondly.  That  the  existence  of  debts  by  the  Bespondent  and 
other  children  to  their  father  before  his  death,  and  the  fact  of  no 
charge  having  been  made  by  him  in  respect  thereof  upon  the  ali- 
mentary allowance  in  his  will,  shewed  his  intention  to  form  for  his 
heirs  a  capital  free  from  liability. 

Thirdly.  That  the  Appellants  as  executors  were  not  entitled  to 
demand  return  (rapport)  from  him  as  a  legatee.  For  this  proposi- 
tion he  quoted  Article  723  of  the  Civil  Code. 

Article  723.  '^  Betums  are  due  only  from  co-heir  to  co-heir, 
they  are  not  due  to  the  legatees,  nor  to  the  creditors  of  the  succes- 
sion." 
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FourtUy.  That  return,  if  enforceable,  ooold  not  be  enforced  till  J.  C. 
the  time  of  final  division  fixed  by  the  will.  1878 

Fifthly.  That  the  argament  of  the  Appellant  that  he  had  ^^ 
ooDsented  to  the  retention  of  his  allowance  for  the  payment  »^ 
of  his  debts  was  untenable,  as  he  could  not  alienate  his  allows  ^-^ 
ance. 

Sixthly.  He  relied  on  the  proceedings  in  insolvency  and  the 
order  of  discharge. 

On  the  9th  of  September,  1870,  the  said  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  with  costs  against 
the  Appellants. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  delivered  by 
Mr.  Justice  Badgleif,  and  was  concurred  in  by  all  of  the  five  Judges 
of  the  said  Court  before  whom  the  case  was  heard.  The  judgment 
contained  the  following  passages  :— 

**  With  reference  to  the  fietcts  set  out  in  the  pleas  of  the  Appel- 
lants in  support  of  their  pleas  and  factum  here  submitted,  they 
contain  averments  of  the  principal  facts  above  mentioned  as  to  the 
Plaintiff's  indebtedness  to  the  estate  to  the  amount  stated  of 
$5201.20,  which  it  would  be  useless  to  repeat ;  and  further  aver 
that  in  making  the  Plaintiff  a  trustee  and  executor  the  testator  did 
not  int^id  his  participation  in  the  net  annual  revenue  whilst  he 
continued  indebted  to  the  estate,  nor  during  such  continuance  in- 
tended to  exempt  his  share  of  the  revenue  from  lien  or  charge 
upon  it  until  his  debt  was  paid,  and  that  until  that  event  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  claim  to  be  paid  his  share  or  allowance,  which 
the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  apply  by  compensation  in  deduc- 
tion of  his  debt  until  Ms  final  payment. 

^  Now  it  is  not  denied  that  the  testator  was  fully  aware  of  the 
Plaintiff's  indebtedness  to  Jiimself  for  several  years  previously  to  and 
up  to  the  time  of  his  decease.  His  private  ledger  filed  by  the  Ap- 
pellants, made  tip  by  the  testator  to  the  year  of  his  death,  estab- 
lished the  fact  clearly,  and  yet,  notwithstanding,  he  did  not  alter  his 
will,  which  contained  the  mentioned  provision  for  his  children,  in- 
cluding the  Plaintiff,  making  them  the  equal  participants,  share 
and  share  alike,  in  the  net  annual  revenue  of  his  estate  by 
quarterly  payments,  and  which  also  contained  his  express  declara- 
tion and  will  to  be  ''  that  the  said  revenue  was  bequeathed  and 
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J.  C.  intended  to  be  bequeathed  as  an  alimentary  pension  or  allovanoe 
187S  not  to  be  sold,  mortgaged,  or  made  away  with  by  anticipation  by 
MmB  them  or  either  of  them,  nor  subject  to  seizare  or  other  contingen- 
Hun.  ^^^^  ^  whioh  other  personal  or  other  property  is  sabject,  but  shall 
*"""       be  paid  to  them  only  as  an  alimentary  allowance. 

'^  The  intention  of  the  testator  averred  in  the  Appellants*  pleas  is 
entirely  gratuitous  and  unfounded,  and  altogether  in  contradiction 
to  the  plain  and  precise  intention  declared  by  his  will.  It  is  also  in- 
contestable  that  the  law  not  only  sanctions,  but  expressly  fayours 
bequests  of  property  for  aliment,  and  not  only  frees  it  from  liability 
from  seizure  for  the  debts  of  the  legatee,  but  also  from  compensa- 
tion. In  1st  vol.  Ancien  Denizart,  vo,  Alimens,  p.  457,  s.  8,  it  is  said : 
^  Lea  his  attaehent  une  ireB-grande  faveur  a  la  cause  cPalimens*  &e. ; 
B.  9,  art.  8, '  Les  lais  et  Tusage  ant  iniroduit  jhmeurs  privileges  ten- 
dant  a  eanserver  les  alimens  a  oeux  a  qui  ils  sont  dus,  sait  par  la  dis- 
posHion  de  Vhomfne^  soil  par  la  disposition  de  la  lou  Oelui  qui  veui 
donner  <m  leguer  des  alimens  a  quelqu'un  peut  ordonner  que  la  somme 
ou  la  pension  qu^il  destine  a  eel  dbjet  ne  pourra  pas  Hre  saisipar  les 
er Sanders  du  donataire  ni  du  legataire  ;  et  sa  disposUion  est  vaUtie. 
By  aptus:  laloiS,ff  de  Cess.  Bon.  veut  que  s'ii  a  etS fait  un  legs  pour 
cause  d' alimens  a  cdui  qui  a  fait  cession  de  hiens  ;  les  crSanders  des 
Ugataires  ne  puisseni  pas  saisir  le  legs,  hien  que  le  tesiateur  n*ait  pas 
ordonni  quUl  serait  insaisissahle.  (Test  done  aucs  termes  de  la  loi  une 
favour  aitaehie  a  ce  qui  est  donnS  <fStre  insaisissahle.*  He  refers  to 
2  Duperier,  edit,  of  1759,  p.  156,  who  cites  an  arrSt  qui  est  con- 
forme  a  ce  principe. 

**  So  also  Ouffoty  Bipertoire  de  Jurisprudenee,verbo  Alimens,  p.  324, 
and  at  p.  325  he  says :  *Onne  peut  pas  admettre  la  e&mpensaiion  en 
matiere  d^ aliment  si  cdui  qui  doit  des  alimens  est  cCaiUeurs  crianeier 
de  celui  auqud  Us  sont  dus,  U  fa/ut  qylU  les  pais  sauf  a  se  pourvoir 
sur  les  autres  hiens  de  son  debiteur  s*il  yen  a;  el  quand  il  n'y  en 
auraii  point  la  compensation  n'aurait  point  lieu  parce  quUfavi  que 
les  alimens  soient  emptoyis  suivant  leur  destination  a  Tentretien  de 
cdui  a  qui  Us  ont  itS  assignis* 

**  Pothier,  Tr.  des  Obligations,  No.  625,  says : '  La  dette  d!une  sMnme 
qui  m^a  iti  donnee  ou  leguie  pour  servir  a  mes  alimens,  et  avee  la 
clause  qu'eUe  ne  pourrait  itre  saisie  par  mes  ereanders,  est  une  dette 
eontre  laquelle  on  ne  peut  opposer  aucune  compensation,  car  de  meme 


} 
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que  eeUe  clause  empSehe  qu'dle  ne  puisse  etre  saisie  par  dee  tiers,  die  J.  C. 
empeehe  par  ta  mime  raison  qw  eette  somme  ne  puiese  par  le  moyen  1873 
de  la  eompensaiian  Hre  employee  au  paiement  de  ee  que  je  devaie  d  3^ 
edui  qui  enestle  d&Hewr^  dte.  -^^^ 

**  Bdl,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of  Scodani,  vol.  1.  [Ed.  of       

1826],  p.  129,  says  this  might  be  cited  as  a  passage  in  a  book  of 
Scottish  law,  and  referring  to  Dirhton,  who  reports  the  case  of 
BromhaU  v.  Barsie,  7th  of  July,  1678,  to  the  same  effect  All 
these  give  full  force  to  the  condition  of  freedom  when  directed  as 
here. 

«« Many  other  authorities  might  be  cited  to  the  same  effect.  It  is 
only  necessary  to  add  that  our  OivU  Oode^  No.  1190,  enacts  as  fol- 
lows :  *  Compensation  takes  place,  whatever  be  the  cause  or  con- 
sideration of  the  debts,  or  of  either  of  tbem,  except  in  the  following 
cases,  &c. :  3rd.  A  debt  which  has  for  object  an  alimentary  provi- 
sion not  liable  to  seizure ;'  and  that  Pothier,  in  his  Procedure 
OiviUy  No.  501,  says :  ''  Lee  revenue  dee  hiene  qui  ont  4te  donnes  ou 
Uguis  a  la  charge  de  rieire  susceptible  Saucune  saisie  arret  n*en  sont 
pas  susceptible,  car  il  est  permis  au  danaieur  au  iestateur  d' assurer 
telle  condition  que  Ion  lui  semUera  a  sa  liberalftS,  c^est  ce  qui  a  eti 
jugi  par  un  arret  du  29  Novr.  1734,  qui  a  donni  mainlevSe  des 
9ai$ies  arrits  d^un  icau/rutV  legui  par  un  parent  collaterdl  a  la  charge 
de  ne  pouvoir  etre  saisi*  It  is  manifest  that  the  authoritative  dis- 
position of  the  testator,  concurring  with  the  authoritative  disposi- 
tion of  the  law,  sets  aside  and  rejects  the  Appellants'  plea  of 
compensation  against  the  PlaintifiTs  demand. 

"The  second  plea  of  rapporter  a  la  succession  ou  mains  prendre 
par  le  UgatairCy  return  by  the  beneficiary  legatee  or  the  Plaintiff 
to  the  estate  of  the  amount  of  his  debt,  is  predicated  upon  an  entire 
misapprehension  of  law.  By  the  law,  when  an  estate  devolves 
npon  the  heirs  or  legatees,  inasmuch  as  none  of  them  can  be  com- 
pelled to  remain  in  undivided  ownership,  a  partition  of  the  estate 
itiay  be  required,  and  for  such  partition  each  co-heir  returns  into 
the  mass  of  the  estate  the  gift  made  to  him  and  the  sum  in  which 
he  is  indebted,  see  Code  OivU,  No.  700,  after  which  the  shares  are 
equalised  amongst  the  co-heirs,  or,  if  the  return  be  not  made  by 
one  or  more  of  them,  he,  or  they,  take  a  less  share  en  nature  in 
proportion  to  what  may  not  be  returned  by  them.    But  this  return 
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J.  c.  applies  to  final  partitions  of  estates,  and  can  have  no  reference  to 
1873  the  quarterly  payments  of  the  revenue  of  this  estate  directed  to  be 
1^  paid  for  the  support  of  the  testator's  children  until  the  majority  of 
^'  his  youngest  grandchild,  when  alone  the  estate  is  to  be  finally 
—  divided  amongst  the  participants  entitled  thereto  who  might  then 
he  alive :  '  Gest  au  moment  oh  le  partage  doU  ee  /aire  que  ThSrUier 
qui  doit  rapporter  pent  etre  Migi  de  prendre  aulani  moins  en  nature 
awr  la  suceeasion  pour  sa  portion  herSditairOf  2  Orenier^  Dee  Dona* 
tione,  p.  231 ;  and  so  also  the  great  body  of  authority  upon  this 
point.  The  return  in  this  case  is  subject  to  the  contingency  of 
the  survivorship  of  the  children  at  the  time  fixed  for  the  final 
division,  the  testator  by  his  will  declaring :  '*  And  it  is  my  wish 
and  desire  that  in  the  event  of  any  one  or  more  of  my  children 
dying  unmarried,  or  dying  married  but  without  issue,  or  such  issue 
predeceasing  themselves,  the  share  of  the  party  so  dying,  either  in 
the  revenue  or  capital,  shall  revert  and  fall  into  the  mass  of  my 
estate  and  be  divided  between  the  survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  or 
their  lawful  issue,  as  aforesaid,  share  and  share  alike ;"  thereby 
plainly  indicating  the  fixed  period  of  the  final  division.  It  is  mani* 
festly  a  legal  fallacy  to  contend,  as  has  been  done  by  the  Appel- 
lants, that  the  quarterly  participation  in  the  annual  revenue, 
intended  merely  for  the  temporary  alimentary  support  of  the 
children,  is  the  equivalent  of  the  final  partition  when  and  by 
which  the  share  of  each  survivor  in  the  corpus  producing  that 
alimentary  revenue  was  to  be  specially  appropriated  to  each  aur^ 
vivor  in  full  property  of  his  share.  This  second  plea  cannot  standi 
therefore,  against  the  action  without  importing  into  the  will  a 
patent  contradiction  of  the  testator's  declared  desire  and  wish,  as 
well  as  intention. 

''The  third  plea  of  payment  is  entirely  unsupported  in  law 
and  unproved  in  fact,  and  is  also  untenable ;  whilst  the  fourth, 
the  defense  au  fonds  en  fait,  a  general  denegation  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's averments  in  his  dedaratioD,'  is  quite  unavailing,  the  aver-, 
ments  themselves  and  their  sufficiency  having  been  fully  esta- 
blished. 

'*  It  would  be  waste  of  time  to  examine  the  case  in  greatev  detail. 
It  has  been  argued  before  us  much,  so  to  speak,  in  tiie  nature  of  a 
family  contention,  upon  the  liability  or  charge  and  legal  extent 
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and  effect  of  the  alimentary  allowance  made  to  the  Plaintiff;  J.  o. 
assuming  even  that  as  between  the  Plaintiff  and  his  father,  the  1873 
testator,  or  between  him  and  the  testator's  estate,  the  relation  of  muib 
debtor  and  creditor  existed,  that  relation  in  neither  case  could      ]||^ 

affect  the  Plaintiff  in  regard  to  his  alimentary  allowance  under  the        

will,  for  so  far  as  the  testator  himself  was  concerned  it  iMX)duced  no 
effect  upon  him,  and  did  not  induce  or  influence  him  to  make  any 
alteration  in  his  testamentary  provision  in  fayour  of  his  children, 
the  Plaintiff  included,  for  their  free  and  unintemffied  enjoyment 
of  the  annual  net  revenue  of  his  estate,  set  apart  by  himsdffor  their 
support  and  maintenance,  until  the  time  limited  by  himself  for  the 
final  division  of  this  estate ;  nor,  on  the  other  side,  bo  {at  as  the 
estate  was  concerned,  could  it  have  effect  against  the  will  itself, 
the  only  title  under  which  the  Appellants  could  haye  or  had  a 
right  to  question  the  Plaintiff's  demand,  because  the  will  was  man- 
datory upon  them  and  absolutely  in  fayour  of  the  Plaintiff,  the 
proyision  in  question  being  perfectly  consistent  with  law  and  the 
right  of  the  testator  to  make,  and  moreoyer  unrestricted  and 
unlimited  in  its  terms  of  protection  and  freedom  of  enjoyment  by 
the  testator's  children,  intended  beneficiaries,  against  their  own  acts 
of  alienation  or  anticipation,  as  well  as  against  the  acts  of  their 
creditors.  Under  these  circumstances,  and  in  the  face  of  the 
testator^s  express  intention  of  the  application  of  the  annual 
revenue  and  its  quarterly  payments  for  aliment  only,  and  with  his 
decided  and  precise  condition  guarding  his  paternal  bounty  for  the 
support  of  his  children  against  action  either  by  themselves  or  their 
creditors,  it  is  impossible  to  conoeiye  that  he  intended  to  permit 
that  same  alimentary  support  to  be  diverted  by  the  Appellants 
from  its  purpose  and  object  and  converted  into  a  means  of  paying 
off  his  own  or  his  estate's  claim  by  the  withholding  of  that  support 
and  the  application  of  the  quarterly  payments  in  the  manner  pro- 
posed, by  the  App^ants.  He  must  have  known  that  at  the  time 
of  the  final  partition  of  his  estate  the  indebtedness  of  his  children 
might  then  be  taken  into  account  in  establishing  the  amount 
of  their  respective  shares  in  the  corpus,  but  until  that  event 
occurred  he  manifestiy  intended  that  they  should  freely  receive 
tlie  alimentary  support  he  gave  them.  The  Bespondent's  case  has 
been  established,  and  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed." 
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J.  0.  Sir  B.  BoffffoBay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  W.  Oibbi,  for  the  Appel- 

1878        lants: — 

MniB  The  will  directed  the  trostees  to  reduce  the  residue  into  posses- 

.     Mu'iB.       sion  without  delay.    It  expressly  imposed  on  the  Plaintiff  as 

'        trusteoi  the  duty  of  brmging  the  debt  which  he  owed  into  the 

common  fund,  and  his  failure  to  do  so  suspended  his  right  to 

receive  his  share  of  the  fund. 

The  first  proceedings  of  the  trustees  and  executors  and  the  way 
in  which  the  accounts  were  kept,  as  against  the  Respondent  James 
Muir  and  against  the  other  children  of  the  testator,  shew  that 
this  was  the  understanding  at  first  All  were  dealt  with  equally, 
and  interest  upon  the  debts  due  from  them  was  brought  into 
account,  and  this  was  the  only  way  of  keeping  the  account  with- 
out giving  an  unfair  advantage.  The  other  children  who  were 
indebted  acquiesced  in  this,  and  the  Respondent  also  acquiesced 
for  a  time.  Instead  of  the  money  being  taken  from  him  and  paid 
out  to  him  he  took  it  as  paid. 

The  alimentary  devise,  and  the  privileges  attaching  to  aliment, 
do  not  come  into  existence  till  the  debts  have  been  ascertained 
and  collected ;  at  all  events  until  the  revenue  has  been  calculated 
upon  the  whole  corpus  as  has  hitherto  been  done. 

In  Benaud  v.  OuUlet  (I),  from  Lotoer  Canada,  a  restriction  upon 
alienation  contained  in  a  will  was  held  invalid.  A  mere  direction 
not  to  alienate  is  hrutumfulmen.  The  Respondent  had  a  right  to 
alienate  that  portion  of  the  revenue  of  the  estate  which  was  pay- 
able to  him. 

The  presumable  intention  of  the  testator  was  only  to  exempt  the 
alimentary  provision  for  his  children  from  transfer  and  assignment, 
and  not  to  free  it  from  any  charge  and  lien  which  the  executors 
might  have  on  it  for  indebtedness  to  the  estate. 

There  ought  to  be  compensation ;  that  is  to  say,  what  is  due 
from  each  should  be  brought  into  hotchpot  before  anything  is 
taken  out. 

It  is  out  of  the  net  revenue  that  payments  are  to  be  made. 
That  is  to  say,  the  actual  income,  including  interest  on  debts  due 
from  the  co-heir. 

The  Respondent's  demand  is  clearly  in  excess  of  what  he  is 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  4. 
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entitled  to,  inasmnch  as  it  embraces  a  share  of  interest  made  up  in  J.  C 
part  of  sums  payable  by  himself  which  he  has  not  paid.  The  1S78 
decree  orders  the  trustees  to  pay  money  which  they  have  not  got.         ^^^^ 

A  debt  dne  from  an  executor  is  assets  in  his  hands.    He  cannot       -,^* 

sue  for  it ;  he  must  bring  it  into  account ;  he  must  sue  his  co-exe-       

cQtors  and  make  them  pay  his  debt  out  of  the  assets  in  their  hands. 

The  Plaintiff  being  a  trustee  and  executor,  his  claim  has  lost  the 
immunity  from  compensation  which,  by  the  general  law,  an  ali- 
mentary provision  would  possess  by  reason  of  the  rule  that  a 
trustee  or  executor  cannot  take  anything  out  of  the  estate  while 
he  continues  to  be  indebted  to  it.  A  trustee  cannot  get  an  adyan* 
tage  oyer  his  co-heirs  by  negleoting  to  get  in  the  estate. 

The  Court  said  the  principal  was  to  be  returned  only  on  a  final 
partition.  We  do  not  contend  that  quarterly  payment  of  interest 
is  equivalent  to  final  partition,  but  a  claim  for  such  payment  is  of 
the  nature  of  an  action  for  partage,  and  rules  analogous  to  the 
rules  of  final  partition  ought  to  prevail. 

The  succession  opens  on  the  death  of  the  ancestor.  The  obh'ga- 
tion  to  return  on  partition  whatever  a  sharer  has  received  in 
advance  attaches  at  once. 

The  interests  of  the  children  are  liable  to  be  divested  unless  they 
lite  till  the  youngest  grandchild  kttains  twenty-one. 

The  capital  may  possibly  all  go  to  the  Respondent ;  possibly 
none  of  it  may  go  to  him,  in  which  case  the  estate  can  never  be 
recouped  through  him.  He  was  suing  to  recover  out  of  the  general 
assets,  and  he  himself  has  assets.  It  was  an  irregular  form  of 
action,  but  the  decree  was  not  right  in  making  the  payment  out  of 
the  assets  of  the  estate. 

The  decree  has  not  taken  into  account  that  Jame$  Muir  was 
executor  and  trustee  as  well  as  a  co-heir ;  nor  has  it  applied  the 
principles  which  must  regulate  the  final  partition  of  capital  to 
intermediate  devisees. 

Sect  723  of  the  Code  says  returns  are  due  only  from  co-heir  to 
co-heir,  not  to  legatees.  But  this  is  a  case  of  co-heirship.  Sect.  597 
of  the  Code  explains  that  a  man  is  constituted  heir  either  by 
testamentary  or  intestate  succession. 

At  the  close  of  the  argument  for  the  Appellants  their  Lordships, 
ToL.  V.  3  G 
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J.  c.  intimating  a  general  ooncarrence  in  the  judgment  appealed  from, 

1873  called  upon  the  counsel  for  the  Bespondent  to  explain  how  the 

j^ciB  amount  decreed  was  made  up. 


V, 
MUIR. 


Mr.  Mattheios  admitted  that  the  amount  was  made  up  in  part  of 
money  credited  or  interest  due  from  the  Bespondent 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

Sir  James  W.  Colvilk  : — 

The  questions  to  be  determined  on  this  appeal  arose  on  the  will 
of  Ebenezer  Muir,  late  of  Monirealy  who  died  on  the  12th  of 
January,  1866.  The  instrument,  which  bears  date  the  23rd  of 
May,  1857,  is  made  in  notarial  form ;  and  the  construction  of  its 
provisions,  and  the  effect  to  be  given  to  them,  must,  as  both  sides 
admit,  be  governed  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canada. 

The  material  clauses  are,  in  effect,  as  follows : — [His  Lordship 
here  read  the  material  clauses  of  the  will,  and  stated  the  transac- 
tions between  the  Appellants  and  the  Bespondent  up  to  the 
institution  of  the  suit.] 

The  Bespondent,  on  the  14th  of  April,  1869,  commenced  his  suit 
against  the  Appellants  for  the  recovery  of  the  three  quarterly 
instalments  which  had  accrued, due  to  him  on  the  1st  qf  Sep- 
tember, 1868,  the  1st  of  December,  1868,  and  the  1st  of  March,  1869. 

It  is  possible  that  to  the  form  of  this  action,  which  is  peculiar, 
exceptions  might  have  been  taken.  None,  however,  was  taken  in 
the  Courts  below ;  and  it  has  fairly  been  conceded  at  the  Bar,  that 
their  Lordships  need  not  concern  themselves  with  objections  of 
form,  but  may  determine  the  case  on  its  merits. 

The  defence  actually  made  by  the  Appellants  consisted  of  four 
pleas,  each  going  to  the  whole  action,  viz. :  a  plea  of  compensa- 
tion ;  one  of  return  or  rapport ;  one  of  payment,  and  the  Difmse 
aufand  en  fait. 

The  cause  was  first  decided  by  the  Superior  Court,  which  gave 
judgment  in  the  Plaintiff's  favour,  on  the  80th  of  November,  1869 
The  judgment  ruled  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  bound  to  suffer  the 
compensation  claimed  by  the  Defendants,  and  was  not  bound  to 
make  at  present  and  so  as  to  vacate  or  diminish  his  claim  in  this 


V, 

MuiB* 
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isaiue,  the  rapport  claimed  by  the  Defendants  by  reason  of  the  J.  0. 
FlaintiflTs  indebtedness  to  the  estate  of  his  late  father;  and,  iSTS 
f orther,  that  the  Defendants  had  failed  to  proye  their  plea  of  pay-  ^fum 
ment ;  and  it  condemned  the  Defendants  jointly  and  seyerally  to 
pay  the  sums  claimed  with  interest 

This  judgment  was,  on  the  9th  of  September,  1870,  upheld  on 
appeal,  by  the  unanimous  judgment  of  the  five  Judges  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  against  which  this  appeal  has  been  preferred. 

Their  Lordships  entirely  concur  with  the  two  Canadian  Courts 
in  thinking  that  there  was  no  eyidence  to  support  the  plea  for  pay- 
ment. If  the  appeal  is  to  succeed,  it  must  do  so  on  the  defence 
raised  by  either  the  first  or  the  second  plea.  The  question  on  the 
first  plea  is,  whether  the  daim  of  the  Plaintiff  can,  by  the  law  of 
Canada^  be  the  subject  of  compensation.  The  Plaintiff's  share  in 
the  reyenue  of  the  testator's  residuary  estate  is  beyond  all  doubt  an 
alimentary  allowance ;  and  the  authorities  cited  by  Mr.  Justice 
Badgiey,  and  the  1190th  Article  of  the  OivU  Code,'  established 
that  a  debt  arising  in  respect  of  an  alimentary  allowance  is 
generally  incapable  of  being  the  subject  of  compensation.  That 
sach  a  plea  would  be  bad  if  the  question  had  arisen  between  the 
trustees  and  one  of  the  children  indebted  to  the  estate  who  was 
not  a  trustee,  is,  their  Lordships  apprehend,  too  dear  for  argu- 
ment. .  It  is,  howeyer,  contended  that  the  fiduciary  character  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  the  will,  take  this 
case  out  of  the  particular  rule.  Sir  Biehard  Baggaillay  relied,  first, 
on  the  direction  iu  the  will  that  the  trustees  should  reduce  the 
residue  into  possession  without  delay.  He  did  not  go  so  £eur  as  to 
say  that  this  clause  made  the  realization  of  the  whole  residue  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  distribution  of  the  annual  income  of 
the  residue.  But  he  insisted  that  it  expressly  imposed  upon  the 
Plaintiff,  as  trustee,  the  duty  of  bringing  the  debt  which  he  owed 
into  the  common  fund,  and  that  his  &ilure  to  do  this  suspended 
his  right  to  receiye  his  share  of  the  fund. 

Another  argument  was  founded  on  the  English  doctrine,  that  a 
debt  due  from  an  executor  is  assets  in  his  hands.  This  doctrine, 
howeyer,  if  it  obtains  in  Lower  Canada,  where  the  functions  and 
powers  of  an  executor  are  by  no  means  the  same  as  those  of  an 
English  executor,  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  haye  little  applica- 
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J.  C.  tion  to  the  present  case,  in  which,  ex  eoneems^  the  debt  continner 
1873  to  be  ontstandingy  the  larger  portion  of  it  being  the  subject  of  a 
HuiB  special  contract  between  the  debtor  and  his  co-trustees.  In  truth 
1^^'^  the  argument  for  the  Appellants  on  this  part  of  the  case  seems  to 
*—  resolve  itself  into  this:  that  the  Plaintiff  being  a  trustee  and 
executor,  his  claim  has  lost  the  immunity  from  compensation 
which  by  the  general  law  it  would  possess,  by  reason  of  the  rule- 
(assumed  to  exist  in  Lower  Canada  as  in  England)  that  a  trustee 
or  executor  cannot  take  anything  out  of  the  estate  whilst  he  con- 
tinues to  be  indebted  to  it  But  for  this  exception  to  the  general 
rule  of  the  law  of  Latoer  Canada,  no  authority  has  been  adduced* 
This  law  does  not  recognize  the  distinction  between  law  and 
equity  which  obtains  here.  It  has  now  been  reduced  to  a  code. 
The  Articles  of  the  Code  expressly  state :  first,  that  when  two* 
persons  are  mutually  debtor  and  creditor  of  each  other,  both  debts 
are  as  a  general  rule  extinguished  by  compensation ;  and,  secondly, 
that  compensation  does  not  take  place  in  the  case  of  a  debt  which 
has  for  object  an  alimentary  provision  not  liable  to  seizure.  The- 
Defendants  by  their  plea  invoke  the  first  Article,  which  is  wide 
enough  to  embrace  every  case  of  set-off,  whether  legal  or  equitable. 
And  their  Lordships  cannot  see  that,  by  any  other  Article  of  thia 
Code,  or  otherwise,  the  Courts  in  Canada  have  power  upon  some 
supposed  ground  of  equity  to  engraft  an  exception  upon  the  excep- 
tion established  by  the  second  Article. 

It  is  suggested  in  the  Appellant's  factum  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  that  the  Bespondent,  being  a  trustee,  might,  if  hia 
argument  be  well  founded,  continue  to  receive  his  alimentary 
allowance,  although  he  had  misappropriated  to  a  large  extent  the^ 
trust  fund.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  what  would  happen  in 
such  a  case.  It  is  sufScient  to  say  that  the  debt  by  which  it  is^ 
now  sought  to  compensate  the  alimentary  provision  does  not  arise 
out  of  misappropriation  of  trust  moneys ;  but  out  of  transactions 
with  the  testator  in  his  lifetime. 

Again,  it  is  stated  in  the  first  plea  that  the  presumable  inten- 
tion of  the  testator  was  only  to  exempt  the  alimentary  provision' 
made  to  his  children  from  transfer  and  assignment  to  strangers, 
and  not  to  free  it  from  any  charge  or  lien  which  the  executors 
might  have  on  it  for  indebtedness  to  the  estate.'    And  argu- 
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ments  foanded  on  this  presumed  intention  have  been  used  both  in  j.  a 
the  Gonrt  of  Queen's  Bench  and  here  at  the  bar.  Their  Lord-  isrs 
ships,  however,  concur  with  the  learned  Judges  of  the  C!ourt  of  ^^ 
Queen's  Bench  in  thinking  that  no  grounds  for  imputing  to  the         *'* 

•testator  an  intention  to  vary  the  general  law  as  to  alimentary  pro-       

visions  are  to  be  found  in  his  wilL  The  scheme  of  his  will  is  this : 
By  the  exercise  of  the  testamentary  power  he  suspended  the 
Testing  of  the  shares  of  his  heirs  in  the  corpus  of  his  estate,  or 
made  them  capable  of  being  divested ;  and  so  &r  deprived  his 
children  of  that  which  the  law  would  have  given  them  if  he  had 
died  intestate.  As  a  compensation  for  this  he  gave  them,  until 
the  period  of  final  division  should  arrive,  this  alimentary  provi- 
4sion,  with  the  benefit  of  that  protection  which  the  law  of  Canada 
iJirowB  over  such  provisions.  There  are  no  words  from  which  it 
can  be  inferred  that  he  intended  to  diminish  that  protection.  The 
fact  that  the  Eespondent  and  others  of  his  sons  were  indebted  to 
him,  or  generally.embarrassed  when  he  made  his  will,  or  afterwards 
•became  so,  tends  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  rather  to  raise  than 
to  rebut  the  presumption  that  he  meant  this  alimentary  provision 
to  be  free  from  all  daim  to  compensation ;  and  to  insure  to  them 
the  means  of  support  whilst  they  were  kept  out  of  their  inheritance. 

Their  Lordships  have  next  to  consider  the  defence  made  by 
the  second  plea,  which  is  founded  on  the  right  to  ^  rapport "  or 
''  return."  The  slightest  reference  either  to  the  Canadian  Code, 
chap.  V.  sect  1,  or  to  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Code 
JfdpoUoUf  livre  IIL,  chap.  vi.  sect.  1,  is  sufficient  to  shew  that 
(this  right  is  simply  an  incident  to  a  partition ;  that  it  is  one  which 
anay  be  claimed  by  the  co-heirs  (in  France,  natural ;  in  Canada, 
either  natural  or  testamentary)  against  an  heir  who  is  either 
indebted  to  the  estate,  or  has  received  certain  advantages  out  of 
the  succession  from  the  ancestor  in  his  lifetime  by  gift  inter  vifH>s 
or  otherwise.  So  far  as  it  applies  to  a  debt  due  to  the  estate,  it  is 
only  compensation  in  particular  circumstances,  and  in  a  particular 
form.  And,  accordingly,  it  is  not  easy  to  see  wherein  the  second 
plea  substantially  differs  from  the  first 

In  the  argument  at  the  Bar  it  was  almost  conceded  that  this 
plea  could  not  be  supported,  in  so  far  as  it  insists  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  principle  of  "  rapport "  until  the  whole  debt,  principal 
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J.  C.       and  interest,  was  satisfied.    Bat  it  was  argued  that  the  claim  of 
1873        the  Bespondent  was  in  the  nature  of  an  action  for  ^* portage  '*  of 
Hrix      the  income ;  and,  consequently^  that  he  was  bound  to  bring  in,  by 
MciB.       ^^y  ^^  **  rapport,'*  at  least  the  interest  of  the  debt. 
—  This  argument  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  proceed  on  a  false 

yiew  of  the  relations  between  the  parties.  The  question  does  not 
arise  upon  a  partition,  properly  so  called,  even  of  income,  between 
the  testator's  co-heirs,  but  upon  the  execution,  by  his  trustees,  of 
a  particular  trust  in  his  will ;  and,  therefore,  neither  as  to  principal 
nor  as  to  interest  does  there  seem  to  their  Lordships  to  be  any 
solid  foundation  for  the  trustee's  present  claim  to  a  ''  return ;"  a 
claim  which  is  only  an  indirect  mode  of  obtaining  that  compensa- 
tion which  the  law  will  not  allow  them  to  have  directly  or  eo  nomine. 
Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  right  as  to  all  the  defences  raised 
in  the  action. 

There  remains,  howcTer,  to  be  considered  a  question  of  minor 
importance,  which  though  raised  in  the  Appellant's  factum  does- 
not  appear  to  have  been  noticed  by  the  learned  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  It  is,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  is,  at  all  events,  excessive,  in  that  it  has  given  to  the 
Bespondent  the  instalments  of  his  alimentary  provision,  as  calcu- 
lated upon  the  assumption  that  the  interest  due  upon  his  debt 
entered  into  the  general  income  of  the  residue.  The  result  would 
be  that,  though  he  has  not  paid  that  interest,  he  will  receive  one- 
tenth  of  it  in  the  instalments  claimed,  and  be  overpaid  by  about 
27  dollars.  This  point  has  now  been  discussed  at  the  Bar,  and  it 
has  been  agreed  that  the  sum  for  which  judgment  has  been  entered 
ought  to  be  reduced  by  this  amount  and  any  interest  that  haa 
been  calculated  upon  it. 

Their  Lordships  need  hardly  point  out  that  the  judgment  under 
appeal  will  in  no  way  prevent  the  Bespondent's  co-trustees  from 
enforcing,  in  another  suit,  the  claims  of  the  estate  against  any 
other  property  which  he  may  possess,  if  any  such  there  be,  or  hia 
co-sharers  in  the  estate  from  insisting  on  the  right  of  *^  rapport,'' 
on  the  final  partition  of  the  corpus.  But,  for  the  reasons  above 
given,  their  Lordships  must  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to 
a£Srm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  subject  to  the 
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redoction  above  stated.    Their  Lordships  do  not  think  that  this  J.  c. 

slight  variation  in  that  jadgment  ought  to  oocasion  any  departure  1878 

from  the  general  rule  as  to  costs.     And  the  Respondent  will  ^^ 
accordingly  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 


Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Wilde,  Wilde,  Berger,  dk  Moore. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Books,  Kerrick,  dt  Co. 


V. 

Mum. 


In  re  JOHNSON'S  AND  ATKINSON'S  PATENTS.  j.  c  » 

Letien  FaUnt'-'AeGOunU  not  filed  in  Time-'Frdongaiim  of  Term.  }^ 

July  19 
The  Judicial  Committee  will  refuse  to  enter  upon  accounts  in  a  Patent       Nop.  4. 

case  if  they  have  not  been  filed  as  required  by  the  9th  Kule.  ""* 

Two  cognate  patents,  having  different  terms  to  run,  extended  so  that  both 

should  expire  on  the  same  day. 

IHIS  ¥ras  an  application  for  the  prolongation  of  two  cognate 
patents  of  different  dates. 

By  the  9th  of  the  rales  touching  letters  patent,  to  be  observed 
in  proceedings  before  the  Privy  Council,  under  the  Act  of  the 
5  &  6  Will.  4,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Law  touching 
Letters  Patent  for  Liventions,**  it  is  provided  that  a  party 
applying  for  an  extension  of  a  patent  under  sect.  4  of  the  said 
Act  must  lodge  at  the  Council  Office  four  copies  of  the  balance- 
sheet  of  expenditure  and  receipts  relating  to  the  patent  in  ques- 
tion, which  accounts  are  to  be  proved  on  oath  before  the  Lords  of 
the  Committee  at  the  hearing. 

All  copies  mentioned  in  this  rule  must  be  lodged  not  less  than 
one  week  before  the  day  fixed  for  hearing  the  application. 

The  Judicial  Committee  will  hear  the  Attorney-General,  or 
other  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  against  granting  any  appli- 
cation made  either  under  the  2nd  or  4th  section  of  the  said  Act,  in 
case  it  shall  be  thought  fit  to  oppose  the  same  on  such  behalf^ 

Mr.  Webster,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  K  WAder,  appeared  for  the 
Petitioner. 

*  Fre$ent ;— Sn  Jaues  W.  Colvilk,  Sir  Babkks  Peacock,  and  Six  Kobebt 

P.  COLLIXB. 
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J.  a  Mr.  C.  Bowen,  for  the  Attorney-GenewJ,  took  the  preliminary 

1878        objection  that  the  accounts  required  by  the  9th  rule  had  only  been 
^^       filed  on  the  morning  of  the  day  of  hearing. 

•lonsaas'B 

AXD 

Atkihbok'b   gjit  BoBEBT  P.  CoLLiER  (after  referring  to  the  Rules) : — 

The  reason  for  the  9th  rule  is  obvious.    It  is  necessary  that  the 

Attorney-General  should  have  the  power  of  inspecting  any  such 
accounts,  and  of  making  any  inquiries  in  respect  to  them.  Their 
Lordships  consider  themselves  bound  by  that  rule  to  reject  the 
account  which  has  been  put  in  for  the  first  time  this  morning. 
They  consider  that  they  are  not  able  to  entertain  it,  and  the  other 
account  is  manifestly  insufficient.  They  feel  themselves  in  this 
alternative  position,  either  to  decide  against  the  application,  or  to 
adjourn  the  case.  They  assume  that  the  Petitioner  would  prefer 
an  adjournment. 

At  the  same  time  their  Lordships  understand  that  the  Petitioner 
is  in  a  delicate  state  of  health,  and  desires  to  go  abroad.  They 
*  have  no  objection  to  his  giving  evidence  upon  the  merits  of  the  in- 
vention. But  they  cannot  entertain  the  question  of  the  accounts. 
They  feel  that  the  Attorney-General  is  in  a  position  to  object  to 
the  accounts  being  gone  into  at  the  present  time  (1). 

1873  This  application  now  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  their  Lord- 

Ifov.  4.  ships,  after  hearing  Mr.  Webster  and  Mr.  B.  E.  WAmter  for  the 
Petitioner,  and  Mr.  C  Bowen  for  the  Attorney-General,  were  of 
opinion  that  the  Petitioner  had  proved  the  merit  of  the  invention, 
and  the  insufficiency  of  the  remuneration ;  and  they  announced  that 
they  would  recommend  Her  Majesty  that  the  older  patent,  which 
would  expire  on  the  13th  of  December,  1873,  should  be  extended 
for  the  further  term  of  five  years,  ending  on  the  13th  of  December, 
1878;  and  that  the  other,  which  would  expire  on  the  12th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1876,  should  also  be  extended  to  the  13th  of  December, 
1878,  so  that  both  should  expire  on  the  same  day. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Boy  it  CartwrigTU. 

(1)  Their  Lordships  followed  the  same  coarse  in  Re  ChatwoocTs  Patent^ 
Feb.  3rd,  1874. 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIYY  COUNCIL.  89 


Defekdants. 


Jan,  81. 


ONG  CHENG  NEO Plaintiff;        j.a 

AND  1874 

YEAP  CHEAH  NEO,  KHOO  KAY  CHAW,) 
KHOO  FIEW  JEONG  NEO,  and  her  Hus- 
band LIM  CHENG  KEAT,  Executors  of 
THE  LAST  Will  and  Testament  of  OH  YEO 
NEO,  DECEASED,  LIM  CHOON  YEK,  Niece 
of  the  said  OH  YEO  NEO,  and  her  Hus- 
band CHEAH  ON  HEAP  LIM  AH  YONG, 
AND  WEE  SAH  NEO,  Legatees  nahed  in 
THE  SAID  Will  of  the  said  OH  YEO  NEO, 
Deceased 

i 

FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  COLONY  OF  THE  STRAITS 
settlement  in  ITS  DIVISION  OF  PENANG. 

Special  Leave  to  appeal — Straits  SeHlement, 

The  Supreme  Coart  of  the  Straits  Settlemeni  having  refnsed  to  grant  leave 
to  appeal  to  the  Queen  in  Council,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  possess 
power  to  grant  such  leave,  the  Judicial  Committee  granted  leave  to  appeal 
against  the  original  decree,  and  also  against  the  order  refusing  leave  to 
appeal. 

1  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  leave  to  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  above-named  colony,  and  also  for  leave  to 
appeal  from  an  Order  of  the  said  Court  refusing  leave  to  appeal. 

The  Petition  stated  that  the  Boyal  Letters  Patent  of  the  10th 
of  August^  1855,  reconstituting  the  Court  of  Judicature  at  Prince 
of  Wales  Island  (or  Penang\  Singapore^  and  Mahcea,  contained 
provisions  regulating  appeals  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  by  which 
the  time  for  appeal  was  fixed  not  to  exceed  twelve  months,  and 
the  appealable  amount  was  fixed  at  |1591,  or  £350  sterling; 
that  on  the  Ist  of  April,  1867,  the  Straits  SetUement,  of  which 
Penang  forms  a  part,  became  an  independent  colony,  with  a 
Legislature  of  its  own. 

*  Prnent: — Sib  Babkss  Peaoock,  Sib  Montaoub  E.  Smith,  Sib  Robebt 
P.  Colliee,  Sib  John  Babkabd  Btlbs,  and  Sib  Lawbbnob  Peel. 
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J.  G.  That  the  Local  Ordinance,  No.  5,  of  1868|  was  accordingly 

1871        passed,  intituled  "  An  Ordinance  for  constituting  a  Supreme  Court 

Omo  Cheng  of  Judicature/'  and  by  it  the  above-mentioned  Court  was  abolished, 

^^       and  the  present  one,  "  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Strait$  SetUe- 

Yeap  Cheah  nient*'  established  in  its  place. 

'  That  Ordinance  contains  the  following  provisions: — 

**  The  Court  of  Judicature  of  Prince  of  Waiea  Idand,  Sinffapare^ 
and  Malaeca,  established  under  Boyal  Letters  Patent,  is  hereby 
abolished,  and  the  said  Boyal  Letters  Patent  shall  cease  to  have 
any  operation  in  the  colony  from  and  after  the  coming  into 
operation  of  this  Ordinance :  Provided  that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  be  held  to  abolish  the  several  Courts  for  the  recovery 
of  small  debts  in  the  colony,  established  by  the  Governor  and 
Council  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Letters  Patent. 

'^  All  provisions  of  Acts  of  the  Imperial  Parliament,  Orders  of 
Her  Majesty  in  Council,  Orders  of  Government,  Letters  Patent, 
Acts  of  the  Legislative  Council,  and  of  the  Legislative  Council  of 
India,  in  force  in  the  colony  when  this  Ordinance  comes  into 
operation,  and  which  are  applicable  to  the  said  Court  of  Judica- 
ture or  to  the  Judges  thereof,  shall  be  taken  to  be  applicable  to 
the  said  Supreme  Court  and  to  the  Judges  thereof,  and  all  general 
Bules  and  Orders  of  the  said  Court  of  Judicature,  and  all  tables 
and  scales  of  fees  in  force  when  this  Ordinance  shall  come  into 
operation  shall  continue  in  force,  so  far  as  may  be  consistent,  in 
all  the  above  cases,  with  the  provisions  of  this  Ordinance,  and 
with  the  provisions  of  any  previous  Act  or  Ordinance  of  the 
Legislative  Council.** 

That  clause  30,  directing  a  civil  suit  to  be  commenced  by  writ 
of  summons,  provides  that  *'Li  all  other  respects  the  method  of 
commencing  and  prosecuting  suits  and  proceedings  at  present  in 
operation  in  the  said  Court  of  Judicature  (meaning  the  said 
abolished  Court)  in  its  several  jurisdictions,  when  not  inconsistent 
with  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  shall  continue  to  be  in  force  in  the 
said  Supreme  Court'* 

A  decree  having  been  pronounced,  which  was  drawn  up  and 
passed  in  the  month  of  March,  1873,  in  a  suit  for  the  administra- 
tion of  the  estate  of  a  person  deceased,  which  estate  was  of  the 
value  of  many  thousand  pounds,  the  Petitioners,  without  loss  of 
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time,  applied  to  the  Court  by  petition  for  leave  to  appeal  to  Her       j.  c. 
Majesty  in  Council  against  the  decree.    On  the  4th  of  July,  1878,       1874 
the  Court  dismissed  the  petition  on  the  ground,  which  was  stated  qho  Obksq 
in  the  order  of  dismissal,  that  the  Eoyal  Letters  Patent  of  1855       ^^ 
had  ceased  to  have  any  operation  in  the  colony,  and  that  conse-  Tbap  Gheah 
qnently  the  Court  had  no  authority  to  grant  leaye  to  appeal.  — 1 

The  Petitioners,  contending  that  the  Court  did  possess  power  to 
grant  leave  to  appeal,  and  tliat,  even  if  it  did  not,  the  case  was 
a  fit  one  for  appeal,  applied  to  the  Privy  Council  for  leave  to 
appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  against  the  original  decree, 
and  also  against  the  order  by  which  leave  to  appeal  was  refused, 
and  that  the  taking  of  accounts,  and  all  other  proceedings  in 
execution  of  the  decrees,  might  be  suspended  during  the  pendency 
of  the  appeal. 

Mr.  WiBis,  for  the  Petitioner,  cited  Siemens  v.  Heirs  of  Bufe  (1). 

Mr.  Fitssjames  Stephen,  Q«C.,  and  Mr.  C.  Bowery  appeared  for  the 
Bespondents. 

The  Cotjbt  made  the  order  on  the  usual  terms  as  to  giving 
security. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioner :  T.  O.  Everitt. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Walker  dt  Martineau. 

(1)  11  Moo.  P,  C.  62. 
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[ES  BLA.CKWOOD  and  CHARLES  IB-  \  ^ 
BOTSON. }  Appellants; 


J.  o.»      JAMES  BLACKWOOD  and  CHARLES  IB- 

1874 
Jan,  27.  '  and 

THE  LONDON  CHARTERED  BANZ  OF 


AUSTRALIA J  Respondents. 

on  appeal  from  the  supreme  court  of  the  colony  of 
new  south  wales,  in  its  equitable  jurisdiction. 

liegtstration  pendente  LUe — JSffect  of  BegukUionB  made  under  a  Statute^  Croum 

Leases, 

Tbe  Crown  Lands  Occupation  Ad  of  1861  of  the  colony  of  Kew  South 
Wales  confers  (sect.  36)  on  the  Goyemor  in  Council  power  to  make  regula- 
tions for  carrying  the  Act  into  full  effect,  such  regulations  to  be  published  in 
the  Gazette  and  laid  before  the  Colonial  Parliament.  Such  regulations  may 
govem,  not  only  the  form  but  the  effect  of  instruments  of  transfer  of  those 
rights  which  precede  the  grant  of  Crown  leases. 

Such  regulations,  to  be  talid,  must  relate  to  matters  arising  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Act,  and  not  provided  for  in  the  Act,  and  must  be  consistent 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act 

The  right  to  call  for  a  lease  from  the  Crown  may  be  effectually  transferred 
under  the  regulations. 

A  person  who  has  bond  fide  paid  money  without  notice  of  any  other  title, 
may  afterwards,  even  pendente  litey  get  a  legal  title  if  he  can,  and  may  hold 
it,  though  during  the  interval  between  the  payment  and  the  getting  in  of  the 
legal  title  he  may  have  had  notice  of  some  prior  dealing  inconsistent  with 
the  good  faith  of  the  dealing  with  himself. 

The  Crown  lands  of  the  colony  aie  held  by  Her  Majesty  for  distribution 
according  to  the  ConstittUion  Acty  and  as  now  directed  to  be  disposed  of 
under  the  Crown  Lands  Act  of  1861. 

X  HE  question  on  this  appeal  was  one  of  priority  of  charge.  It 
was  raised  by  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  the  Appellants  to  obtain  a 
declaration  in  their  favour  and  to  restrain  an  action  of  ejectment 
commenced  by  tbe  Respondents.  The  bill  was  dismissed  at  tbe 
hearing  by  the  Primary  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New 
South  WaleSj  and  his  decision  was  aiBrmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal. 
From  this  dismissal  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

*  Present  .-—The  Lord  Chancellob  (Lobd  Selbobne),  Sib  Babnss  Peacock, 
{Sib  Montaque  £•  Smiths  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 
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In  July,  1863,  Mr.  Huffh  CRasa  held  a  Grown  licence  of  a  certain  '    J.  0. 
station  or  run  sitnate  in  the  Murrumbidgee  district,  and  called        1874 
Nowercnie  or  Nouranie.    According  to  the  provioions  of  the  Crown  blaokwood 
Lands  Oeeupatian  Acty  1861,  Mr.  Olass  was,  by  virtne  of  such     lo^j^^ 
licence,  entitled  to  a  lease  for  five  years  of  the  said  station  or  C^abtibbd 
rnn,  on  payment  of  rent,  to  be  determined  by  appraisement  of  the  Auvtraua. 
fair  annual  value  thereof,  for  pastoral  purposes ;  and,  according 
to  the  Begulations  made  under  the  same  Act,  this  right  was 
transferable  by  an  application  to  the  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands.    The  more  important  of  these  Begulations  are  the  28th  and 
Slst,  which  are  as  follows : — 

28.  **  Holders  of  runs  of  which  the  leases  have  not  issued  may 
have  their  rights  of  lease  transferred  by  an  application  addressed 
to  the  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  and  bearing  the  sig- 
nature of  the  person  entitled  t6  the  lease,  attested  by  a  magistrate, 
a  notary  public,  or  a  commissioner  of  the  Supreme  Court  On  such 
application  being  recorded,  the  applicant  will  be  debarred  from  all 
farther  claim  to  the  lease,  the  right  to  which  will  thenceforth 
become  vested  in  the  transferee." 

31.  ''  Every  transfer  of  a  run  will  carry  with  it  all  rights  of 
the  transferor  in  connection  therewith,  except  with  respect  to  any 
land  actually  purchased  and  paid  for,  the  ownership  of  which  will, 
of  course,  remain  in  the  purchaser,  notwithstanding  any  subsequent 
transfer  of  the  run." 

The  Begistration  of  deeds  and  other  instruments  in  New  South 
Wales  is  governed  by  an  Act  of  7  Yict.  No.  16.  The  prin- 
cipal sections  of  this  Act  are,  the  10th,  which  provides  that 
all  wills,  agreements  in  writing^  deeds,  conveyances,  and  other 
instruments  (except  leases  for  less  than  three  years)  affecting 
real  property  shall  or  may  be  registered  in  the  office  of  the 
Begistrar-Greneral ;  the  13th,  which  provides  how  registration  shall 
thenceforth  be  effected ;  and  the  11th  and  22nd,  which  are  as 
follows : — 

11.  ^  And  be  it  enacted  that  all  deeds  and  other  instruments 
(wills  excepted)  affecting  any  lands  or  hereditaments,  or  any  other 
property,  in  the  said  part  of  the  colony  of  New  South  Wales,  which 
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J.  G.     *  shall  be  execntod  or  made  hona  fide  or  for  valuable  consideration, 

1874        and  which  shall  be  duly  registered  under  the  provisions  of  this 

Blao^ood   ^^U  shall  have  and  take  priority,  not  according  to  their  respective 

dates,  but  according  to  the  priority  of  the  registration  thereof 

toly/' 

22.  ''And  be  it  enacted  that  the  term  'instrument*  herein- 
before used'  shall,  for  the  several  purposes  of  this  Act,  be  con- 
strued to  include,  not  only  conveyances  and  other  deeds,  but  also 
all  I  instruments  in'  writing  whatsoever  whereby  real  or  lease- 
hold estates  or  stock  shall  be  affected  or  shall  be  intended  so  to 
be/' 

Mr.  Olass  was  indebted  to  the  Appellants  (who  were  merchants 
carrying  on  business  in  Oedonff,  in  the  colony  of  Vietoria,  under 
the  firm  of  Dalffdy  <t  Co,)  in  various  sums  of  money  in  respect 
of  bills  of  exchange  accepted  or  indorsed  by  the  Appellants  on 
his  account  and  otherwise,  and  in  order  to  secure  to  them  the 
repayment  of  these  sums  Mr.  Olass  agreed  to  transfer  to  the 
Appellants  his  interest  in  the  said  run. 

Mr.  Olass  accordingly,  in  July,  1868,  signed  and  gave  to  the 
Appellants  a  letter  of  transfer,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
copy: — 

^  Sir, — ^I  hereby  notify  to  you  that  I  have  assigned  and  trans- 
ferred to  James  Blachtoood  and  Charles  Ibbotson,  of  Melbourne,  all 
my  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  run  of  Crown  lands 
situate  in  the  district  of  ,  and  known  as  Nouranie,  now 

held  by  me  under  promise  of  lease  from  the  Crown;  and  I  hereby 
relinquish,  in  favour  of  the  said  James  Blachtoood  and  Charles 
Ibbotson,  all  and  any  the  rights  and  privileges  of  occupation  or  of 
pre-emption  which  may  belong  or  accrue  to  me  as  the  holder  of  a 
promise  of  lease  of  the  said  run  under  the  laws  and  regulations  for 
the  time  being.  As  witness  my  hand,  at  Melbourne,  this  27th  day 
of  July,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1863. — Signed  by  the  said  Hugh 
Glass,  in  the  presence  of  ATberl  A.  C.Le  Soney,  J.P.,  a  Commis- 
sioner of  the  Supreme  Court 

''HughGlassr 

"  To  the  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands, 

Sydney" 
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In  the  following  year  Mr.  Olass  wrote  and  sent  to  the  Appel-       j,  a 
lants  another  letter,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : —  1874 

**  Mdboume,  6th  April,  1864,       Blackwood 
*^  Messrs.  Balgety  dt  Campy,,  «• 

'*  Dear  Sirs, — I  hereby  hand  you  transfer  of  Nouranie  Run^  in  Chabtbrkd 
the  colony  of  New  South  WcUee,  to  be  held  by  yon  as  security  for  /Jmj^Lu 
any  bills  of  exchange  you  may  hare  already,  or  may  hereafter       — 
accept  or  indorse  on  my  account ;  and  yon  are  authorized  to  re- 
gister the  said  transfer  when  you  think  proper. 

"  Yours  truly, 

''HughCHassr 

Mr.  Olcus  requested  the  Appellants  not  to  register  or  record  the 
said  transfer  in  Sydney,  and  it  accordingly  remained  in  their  pos- 
session until  forwarded  to  Sydney  in  May,  1869,  as  mentioned 
below,  for  the  purpose  of  being  registered. 

The  Nowranie  Btm  had,  in  the  month  of  September,  1865, 
been  appraised  pursuant  to  the  Crown  Lands  Occupation  Ad,  1861, 
at  a  rent  of  £197  3s.  Notice  of  this  appraisement  was  given  to 
Mr.  Qlaee,  and  also  inserted  in  the  Government  Gazette,  in  which 
it  was  stated  that  a  new  lease  of  the  said  run  for  five  years  would 
be  granted  to  Mr.  Olaee  on  payment  of  the  appraised  amount  on 
or  before  the  30th  of  December,  1865.  The  appraised  amount  was 
paid,  but  no  lease  was  issued  at  that  time. 

In  April,  1868,  Mr.  daes  applied  to  the  Bespondents,  who 
carried  on  business  as  bankers  in  the  colonies  of  Victoria  and  New 
South  Wales,  for  an  advance  of  £40,000  on  his  promissory  note, 
secured  by  the  transfer  of  a  mortgage  to  himself  of  certain  pro- 
perty known  as  the  Clare  Blocks.  The  Bespondents  required  addi- 
tional security,  and  Mr.  Olass  then  offered  to  transfer  to  them  the 
licence  held  by  him  of  the  station  or  run  above-mentioned  in  the 
Murrumbidgee  district. 

The  Bespondents  agreed  to  advance,  and  on  the  8th  of  April, 
1868,  advanced  to  Mr.  Olass  the  sum  of  £40,000  on  this  security. 
He  thereupon  gave  the  Bespondents  his  promissory  note,  becoming 
due  on  the  11th  of  August,  1868,  and  lodged  with  them  a  letter 
of  transfer  of  the  said  station  or  run,  together  with  the  mortgage 
of  the  Clare  Blocks,  and  a  transfer  thereof  to  the  Bespondents,  and 
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J.  c.  bills  of  exchange  for  £63,000,  to  secare  which  such  mortgage  had 

1874  originally  been  given* 
Blackwood       ^^®  following  is  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  transfer : — 

Low)ON  **  ^^* — ^  hereby  notify  to  you  that  I  have  assigned  and  tran&- 

Chabtbred  ferred  to  the  London  Chartered  Bank  of  Australia  all  my  rights 

Bank  op  ^  ^      o 

AvsTBALu.   title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  mn  of  Crown  lands  situate  in  the 

district  of  Murrunibidgee,  and  known  as  Noaranie  or  Noweronisj 

now  held  by  me  under  promise  of  lease  from  the  Crown ;  and  I 

hereby  relinquish,  in  favour  of  the  said  London  Chartered  Bank 

of  Aiutrdlia  all  and  any  the  rights  or  privileges  of  occupation  or 

of  pre-emption  which  may  belong  or  accrue  to  me  as  the  holder  of 

a  promise  of  lease  of  the  said  run  under  the  laws  and  regulations 

for  the  time  being.    As  witness  my  hand,  at  MeHboumef  this  8th 

day  of  April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1868. 

'' En  ffh  Glass. 

.   **  Signed  by  the  said  Hugh  OlasSf  in  the  presence  of  Frederick 

Cook,  J.P.,  colony  of  New  South  Wales. 

**  To  the  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands, 

Sydney.** 

Mr.  Class  stated  to  the  Bespondents  that  the  licence  of  the 
Noweronie  station  or  run  was  absolutely  standing  in  his  own  name, 
free  from  any  lien,  charge,  and  incumbrance  whatsoever ;  and  when 
the  advance  of  £40^000  was  made,  and  the  transfer  of  the  said 
licence  was  lodged  with  the  Bespondents,  they  had  no  notice  or 
knowledge  whatsoever  that  the  Plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  held 
any  prior  transfer  thereof,  or  had  any  lien,  charge,  or  incumbrance 
thereon. 

On  the  16th  of  April,  1868,  Philip  Kelly,  a  clerk  of  Messrs. 
Boocburgh,  Slade,  dt  Spain,  the  Bespondents'  solicitors,  by  their 
direction,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondents,  made  the  usual 
searches  against  the  said  station  or  run  in  the  ofiSce  of  the  Chief 
Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  Sydney,  and  also  in  the  office  of 
the  Begistrar-Gleneral,  Sydney,  and  found  that  Mr.  Class  was  re- 
gistered as  the  holder  of  the  licence  of  the  said  run  from  the 
Crown,  and  that  no  transfer  thereof,  incumbrance  thereon,  or  deal- 
ing therewith,  had  been  recorded  or  noted. 

The  Bespondents  did  not,  in  April,  1868,  propose  to  have  the 
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transfer  to  them  of  the  said  station  or  run  completed  by  regktra-       J.  0. 
tion,  but  they  forwarded  the  same  to  the  Chief  Commissioner  of       1674 
Grown  Lands,  Sydney^  with  a  request  that  it  might  be  allowed  blaokwood 
to  be  deposited  in  accordance  with  what  was  supposed  to  be  the     x^^j,* 
custom  in  the  office.    It  was  mentioned  in  the  letter  making  this  Ghah'mbbsd 
request  that  the  object  was  to  preventy  as  &r  as  possible,  Mr.  Qiass  aubtraua. 
from  completing  a  transfer  to  any  other  person  pending  the  security       ""^ 
to  the  bank. 

The  letter  of  transfer  was  returned  from  the  office  with  an  in- 
timation that  it  was  not  stamped,  and  that  if  stamped  it  could 
on]y  be  lodged  in  the  office  with  a  view  to  being  completed.  There 
appears,  however,  to  have  been,  about  that  time,  made  in  the  run- 
book  kept  in  such  office,  opposite  to  the  name  of  Nowranie  Station^ 
a  pencil  note,  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

**  Not  to  be  transferred  to  any  one  else  but  the  L.OJB.  of  Au^- 
/nrfia,  68,916.'' 

Mr.  Qlasa's  promissory  note  was  not  paid  at  maturity,  but  by  way 
of  renewal  thereof,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the  time  for 
payment  of  the  sum  of  £40,000,  he  made  and  delivered  to  the 
Bespondents  another  promissory  note  for  that  amount,  dated  the 
Ist  of  August,  186S,  and  payable  five  months  after  date;  and  in 
<;onsideration  of  the  Bespondents  accepting  such  renewal  he  agreed, 
for  their  further  and  better  security,  to  sign,  and  he  accordingly 
signed,  a  memorandum  or  letter  of  deposit  with  respect  to  the 
security  held  by  them. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  such  memorandum  or  letter : — 

''1^0.149.      .         Book  120.  Equitable  Deposit 

'*  To  the  If  anager  of  the  London  Chartered  Bank  of  AudraHa^ 

Mdboume* 

''  Mdhoume,  2nd  September,  1868. 

"  Sir, — ^In  consideration  of  your  having  discounted,  at  my  re- 
quest, my  promissory  note  in  favour  of  the  bank  for  £40,000 — say 
forty  thousand  pounds  sterling — dated  1st  August,  1868,  and  pay- 
able five  months  thereafter,  I  hereby,  in  security  of  its  due  payment 
or  of  any  renewals  thereof,  deposit  in  your  hands  transfer  of  licence 
of  Hownmie  Bun^  in  the  MwrruiMd^  district  of  the  colony  otNew 
South  Wales,  together  with  an  assignment  of  a  mortgage,  executed 

Tou  V.  8  H 
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J.  C.        in  my  favour  by  William  Nash,  over  Clare  Bheks,  known  as  Clare  i, 

1874        Clare  J?,  Clare  C,  North  Clare  A,  and  Clare  B  stations,  in  the  Bar- 

Blaciwood  ^i^  district,  in  the  colony  of  New  South  Wale$,  dated  8th  day  of 

Loilixw      -^P'*^'  ^^^^»  *^  licences  of  said  stations ;  and  I  hereby  undertake, 

C^ABTBBKD   whcu  callcd  upon  so  to  do,  to  make  an  assignment  to  you  of  the 

AU0XBALU.  above  mortgage,  with  all  my  interest  and  powers  conferred  therein* 

"I  am.  Sir, 
**  Tour  very  obedient  servant, 

''  Hugh  OhuB. 
'*  Edwin  Brett, 

^  Manager,  London  Chartered  Bank  of  Australia,  Melhowmer 

The  renewed  note  for  £40,000  was  accepted  by  the  Bespondents, 
the  last-stated  letter  was  signed  and  given  to  them  without  any 
notice  of  any  prior  interest,  lien,  or  incumbrance  created  by  Mr* 
Qlass  in  fiavour  of  the  Appellants,  or  either  of  them ;  and  the  first 
notice  to  the  Respondents  of  any  such  interest,  lien,  or  incum* 
brance  was  given  in  May,  1869,  by  the  Appellant  James  Blachwooi 
to  Edwin  Brett,  of  Mdboume,  the  Bespondents'  inspector  for  the 
colonies  of  Victoria  and  New  South  Wales. 

The  said  Appellant  then  remarked  to  Mr.  Brett  that  he  under- 
stood that  Mr.  Class  had  given  the  Respondents  a  transfer  of  the 
said  station,  and  that  they  (the  Appellants)  held  an  old  one^  which 
they  had  lying  in  their  safe. 

On  the  29th  of  May,  1869,  the  Respondents  caused  the  said 
letter  of  transfer  of  the  Notceronie  Bun,  given  to  them  by  Mr. 
Class  in  April,  1868,  to  be  duly  stamped,  and  on  the  same  day 
lodged  in  the  o£Sce  of  the  Chief  Comnussioner  of  Grown  Lands, 
with  a  request  that  it  might  be  recorded  forthwith.  The  said  letter 
of  transfer  was  recorded  accordingly.  On  the  25th  of  June,  1869^ 
there  was  written  and  sent  to  the  Respondents,  from  the  Crown 
Lands  Office,  a  letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy : — 

^'  Crown  Lands  Office,  Sydney, 
*"  25th  June,  1869. 

*'  69.27  Tr.  Mn. 
**  Sir, — I  have  to  notify  to  you  that  the  under-mentioned  transfer 
of  run  has  been  applied  for  and  sanctioned  in  accordance  with  the 
regulations,  and  is  now  duly  recorded  in  this  department,  vi2. : 
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Kame  of  nuiy  Noweronie  ;  district,  Murrunibidgee  ;  from  Mr.  Hugli  J.  C. 

GfZeus  to  the  London  Chartered  Bank  of  Australia,  1874 

« I  have  the  honour  to  be,  Sir,  Blaot^ood 

"  Tour  obedient  senrant,  Lo^k 

**A.O.  Moriartu,  Chabtkbed 

^  Bank  of 

**  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands.       Australia. 
**To  the  Manager  of  the  London  Chartered^ 

Bank  of  Aiuiralia, 
^  Care  of  Messrs.  Bo^Amrgh^  Slade,  d  Spain,  Sydney r 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1869,  the  Bespondents  also  caused  the. 
said  memorandum  or  letter  of  deposit  of  the  2nd  of  September, 
1868,  to  be  registered  in  the  office  of  the  Begistrar-General,  Sydney. 
This  registration  was  intended  and  purported  to  be  made  pursuant 
to  the  said  Act,  7  Vict.  No.  16. 

In  the  meantime  the  letter  of  transfer  to  the  Appellants  dated 
the  2nd  of  June,  1863,  was  forwarded  to  Sydney,  and  was,  on  the 
27th  day  of  July,  1869,  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  Chief  Commis- 
sioner of  Crown  Lands  at  Sydney  for  registration  and  completion. 
The  Appellants  were  then  informed  that  a  transfer  of  the  run  to 
the  Respondents  had  been  previously  lodged,  but  had  not  then 
been  carried  into  effect. 

The  Appellants,  on  the  5th  of  June,  1869,  by  their  solicitors, 
addressed  to  the  Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands  a  letter  of 
that  date  protesting  against  the  transfer  of  the  run  to  the  Bespon* 
dents,  or  to  any  person  or  corporation  other  than  the  Appellants, 
and  cautioning  the  Chief  Commissioner  against  carrying  out  the 
request  lodged  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondents;  but  the  Be- 
spondents' transfer  was  eventually  recorded  as  above-mentioned, 
and  that  of  the  Appellants  was  not  recorded  in  the  said  office. 

On  the  15th  of  July,  1869,  the  Appellants  took  possession  of 
the  said  run  under  a  mortgage  thereof,  and  of  the  stock  thereon 
depasturing,  dated  the  22nd  of  May,  1869,  and  a  letter  from  Mr. 
CRasB  authorizing  such  possession,  dated  the  12th  of  July,  1869. 
They  claimed,  however,  to  be  entitled  to  a  charge  on  the  run 
independently  of  the  mortgage,  under  the  circumstances  already 
stated. 

On  the  5th  of  February,  1870,  at  the  Bespondents'  request,  a 

3  H2 
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J.  C.       Crown  lease  of  the  ran  was  issued  to  them  as  the  transferees  of 

1874        the  run  under  the  letter  of  transfer  given  to  them  by  Mr.  Olan. 

Blackwood       On  the  22nd  of  February,  1870,  the  Bespondents  commenced 

liOimoH     ^^  action  of  ejectment  against  the  Appellants  in  the  Supreme 

C^TBUD  Court  of  New  SatUh  Wales,  in  its  common-law  jurisdiction,  to 

Australia,   obtain  possession  of  the  run,  and  in  this  action  they  recovered 

judgment. 

On  the  20th  of  April,  1870,  the  Appellants  filed  their  bill  in 
equity  to  restrain  the  Bespondents  from  proceeding  with  their 
action  of  ejectment  and  dealing  with  the  lease  of  the  run,  and 
they  thereby  asked  a  declaration  that  the  Bespondents  were  trustees 
of  the  lease  for  the  Appellants,  and  that  they  might  be  directed  to 
deal  therewith  accordingly. 

The  Appellants'  bill  was  filed  on  the  20th  of  April,  1870,  and 
the  Bespondents'  answer  thereto  was  filed  on  the  12th  of  July, 
1870,  having  been  completed  and  sealed  on  the  21st  of  June,  1870. 
By  way  of  defence  to  the  suit  they  relied  on  the  Begistration  of  the 
letter  of  transfer  of  the  8th  of  April,  1868,  and  of  the  memorandum 
of  deposit  of  the  2nd  of  September,  1868,  and  on  the  laches  and 
i^egligence  of  the  Appellants  and  their  own  superior  diligence. 
They  also  charged  the  Appellants  with  having  been  privy  to  and 
having  acquiesced  in  Mr.  Qlass's  representation  that  the  run  was 
unincumbeied,  and  in  his  having  obtained  a  loan  of  £40,000  on 
the  fiedth  of  such  representation. 

On  the  hearing  of  a  motion  for  an  injunction  it  was  held  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  the  12th  of  July,  1870,  that  the  registration  of 
the  Bespondents'  memorandum  or  letter  of  deposit  of  the  2nd  of 
September,  1868,  had  not  been  made  in  strict  compliance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  said  Act  of  7  Vict  No.  16.  On  the  15th  of 
July,  1870,  at  ten  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  the  Bespondents  again 
registered,  and  more  formally,  the  said  letter  of  transfer  dated  the 
2Qd  of  September,  1868.  It  was  not  argued  in  the  Supreme  Court 
that  this  second  registration  did  not  sufBciently  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  said  Act. 

On  the  same  day,  but  at  a  later  hour,  the  Appellants  registered 
the  instrument  of  the  6th  of  April,  1864,  above  mentioned  to  have 
been  given  to  them  by  Mr.  QIom. 
On  the  9th  of  September,  1870,  the  Bespondents  applied  for  and 
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obtained  leave  to  file  a  supplemental  answer  for  the  purpose  of       J.  0. 
stating  to  the  Court  the  registration  made  subsequently  to  the       1874 
institution  of  the  sait,  and  on  the  19th  of  September,  1870,  they  black^tood 
filed  such  a  supplemental  answer,  relying  on  the  registration  of     lo^j^ 
the  15th  of  July,  1870,  as  a  reason,  in  addition  to  those  pleaded  in   CHAKraBiao 
the  former  answer,  why  the  Appellants'  bill  should  be  dismissed.      Acstbaua; 

The  Supreme  Court  having  granted  an  interlocutory  injunction 
to  restrain  the  Eespondents  from  executing  the  judgment  which 
they  had  obtained  in  the  action  of  ejectment,  the  suit  was  brought 
to  a  hearing  by  means  of  notice  of  motion  for  a  decree.  Affi- 
davits were  filed  on  both  sides. 

The  suit  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  John  Fleteher 
Hargrave^  the  Primary  Judge  in  Equity,  who,  on  the  14th  of 
March,  1871,  pronounced  his  judgment  dismissing  the  Appellants' 
bill  with  costs.  The  Appellants  appealed  from  this  decision,  and 
their  appeal  was  heard  before  the  Chief  Justice,  Sir  Alfred  Stepheny 
Mr.  Justice  Hargramy  and  Mr.  Justice  Faweetly  who,  on  the  7th 
day  of  July,  1871,  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  Primary  Judge  so 
fEtr  as  it  dismissed  the  Appellants'  bill,  but  ordered  that  the  Ap- 
pellants and  Bespondents  should  respectively  pay  and  bear  their 
own  costs  of  suit  up  to  and  inclusive  of  the  fiUng  of  the  Respon- 
dents' supplemental  answer,  and  also  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  and 
that  the  Appellants  should  pay  the  Bespondents'  costs  from  the 
filing  of  the  supplemental  answer  down  to  and  inclusive  of  the 
decree  of  the  14th  of  March,  1871. 

The  main  ground  on  which  the  Court  decided  in  favour  of  the 
Respondents  was,  that  the  fact  of  their  memorandum  or  letter  of 
deposit  having  been  registered  before  any  registration  of  any  in- 
strument of  charge  in  favour  of  the  Appellants  was,  by  the  Regw- 
iraiion  Act  (7  Yict.  No.  16),  made  conclusive,  and  that  the  priority 
in  date  of  the  Appellants'  charge  was  immaterial.  Mr.  Justice 
Hargrave  also  relied  on  the  charge  of  privity  and  acquiescence 
contained  in  the  Respondents'  answer,  and  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  in  contradiction  thereto. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  the  judgment  of  the  Chief 
Justice,  Sir  Alfred  Stephen  :~ 

'*  Every  Crown  pastoral  tenant  purchasing  his  right  to  a  stated 
term  of  lease  can,  in  my  opinion,  transfer  or  efiectually  mortgage 
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J.  G.  his  interest  in  that  tenn  at  discretion.    While  it  subsists  in  his 

1874  hands,  the  simple  promise  of  or  contract  for  such  lease  is,  by  the 

Blackwood  express  provisions  of  sect  28  [of  the  Begulations]  equivalent  (except 

Loiniov  ^^  against  the  Crown)  to  an  actual  lease.    In  any  action  or  suit 

C^ABTEBED  brought  *  in  relation  to  any  Crown  lands  of  which  no  lease  from 
Bank  of 

AufiTBALiA.  the  Crown  shall  be  in  force '  any  party  thereto  may  put  in  evi- 
dence  any  such  promise  or  contract,  which  shall,  as  between  the 
parties, '  have  the  same  effect  as  if  a  lease  from  the  Crown  of  such 
lands  had  been  duly  issued  in  pursuance  of  such  promise  or  con- 
tract to  the  party  entitled  thereunder  to  such  lease.'  An  absolute 
legal  right  and  status,  therefore,  against  all  parties  claiming  to  be 
interested  in  such  lands  are  vested  in  every  tenant  holding  by 
contract  or  promise  only,  and  the  words  used  are  large  enough  to 
include,  and  I  think  that  they  were  meant  equally  to  include, 
parties  deriving  title  under  him.  I  maintain  that  the  Crown  can- 
not, by  any  regulation  or  decision,  defeat,  restrict,  or  affect  that 
right  and  status,  and  therefore  cannot,  uncontrolled  by  law,  issue 
its  lease  to  a  claimant  who  has  no  title,  legal  or  equitable,  thereto 
after  notice  of  the  rightful  claim.  Bat  if  such  a  claimant  having 
equal  notice  could  retain  indefeasibly  the  lease  so  issued,  it  would 
be  very  litUe  to  the  purpose  to  say  that  the  Crown,  inadvertently 
or  otherwise,  had  done  wrong.  Therefore,  thinking  the  Crown  in 
effect  a  trustee  for  the  true  owner,  for  reasons  which  need  not  here 
be  repeated,  I  held,  and  still  hold,  that  the  Defendants  in  this  case 
took  their  lease  clothed  with  the  same  trusf 

The  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Margrave  contains  the  following 
passages: — 

'^Tbis  is  an  appeal  from  my  decree  of  the  16th  of  Marchi 
1870,  dismissing  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  with  costs. 

**  The  chief  ground  for  my  thus  dismissing  the  Plaintiffs'  bill 
was  that,  as  to  the  broad  and  substantial  contests  between  these 
parties,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entirely  without  any  equity  as  against 
the  Defendants,  while  the  Defendants  had  a  clear  and  indisputable 
equity  against  the  Plaintiffs  by  having  advanced  their  £40,000  to 
GlasA  in  1868  without  any  notice  or  knowledge,  express  or  implied, 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  prior  lien  originating  in  1863,  and  were  prevented 
by  the  Plaintiffs  from  obtaining  any  such  knowledge,  by  the  wilful 
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neglect  and  omisfiion  of  the  latter  to  record  their  letter  of  transfer       J.  01 
at  the  Lands  Office  till  after  the  Defendants  had  advanced  their       1874 
£40,000,  and  afUit  the  Defendants'  letter  of  transfer  had  been  duly  blaokwoob 
recorded  there.  Lo^^ 

'^  My  second  ground  for  dismissing  the  Plaintifis'  bill  was  that  C^^tbbed 
the  new  eridence  at  the  hearing  disclosed  two  additional  objections   Australia. 
ix)  the  Plaintiffs'  bill,  each  in  itself  quite  condusiye  for  the  Defen- 
dants'  protection  against  the  Plaintiffi. 

**  The  first  of  these  objections  was  that  the  Defendants'  answer, 
in  paragraphs  13  and  14,  distinctly  charged  the  Plaintiffs  with 
knowledge  of  Gf&Ms's  borrowing  the  £40,000  from  the  Defendants 
as  upon  an  unincumbered  security,  without  giving  the  Defendants 
notice  of  their  then  lien  of  1863  on  the  same  property.  As  the 
Defendants'  answer  was  filed  in  July,  1870,  and  as  the  Plaintiflb 
were  both  examined  on  their  own  behalf  in  December  subsequently, 
without  attempting  to  contradict  these  fatal  allegations  in  the  De- 
fendants' answer,  this  Court  cannot  possibly  displace  the  Defendants 
from  their  lawful  rights  in  favour  of  Plaintiffs  so  conducting  them* 
selves. 

'*It  is  also  to  be  remarked  that,  although  all  the  Defendants' 
counsel  called  the  PlaintifEs'  attention  to  this  fatal  objection  to  the 
bill  in  the  argument  before  me  as  Primary  Judge,  and  although  I 
expressly  founded  my  decree  on  this  point  among  the  others  herein 
stated,  yet  the  Plaintiffi*  counsel  have  only  put  forth  the  extrar 
ordinary  argument,  viz.,  that  these  allegations,  being  contained  in 
an  answer  by  a  corporation,  are  under  the  corporate  seal  only,  and 
were  not,  therefore,  entitied  to  any  notice  or  explanation  to  satisfy 
the  Court  of  the  hoMk  fides  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  thus  challenged  by 
the  Defendants. 

^  The  other  new  and  important  objection  to  the  Plaintiffs'  bill  ifi^ 
that  the  Defendants  have  duly  registered  their  letter  of  transfer  on 
the  22nd  day  of  August,  1870,  under  our  Colonial  Begistration 
Statute,  some  hours  before  the  Plaintiffis'  solicitors  registered  the 
Plainti£b'  letter  of  transfer  under  the  same  statute,  the  Defendants 
and  their  solicitors  thus  having  perfected  to  completion  their  long 
series  of  ^  due  diligence '  as  against  the  long  series  of  laches  and 
belated  registrations,  both  in  the  Crown  Lands  Office  and  in  the 
Begistration  Office^  by  the  Plainti£&  and  their  solicitors. 


104  :CASES  IN  THE  FBIYT  OOUNCOL.  [L.  B. 

J.  G.  ^'  It  is  quite  clear  that  this  prior  registration  by  the  Defendants 

1874        has  given  them  an  indisputable  priority  by  statute^  in  addition  ta 
Blaokivood  ^^^  ^^^^  other  legal  and  equitable  superioritiea 

LoNi)ON  "  Against  these  conclusive  reasons  for  dismissing  the  Plaintifiis^' 
Ghabtkbsd  bill  the  Plaintiffs  have  only  urged  a  reiterated  assertion  at  every 
AuffTRALu.  hearing  of  this  cause — ^first,  that  the  Plaintiflb'  bill  is  founded  on 
Carter  v.  Carter  (1) ;  and  secondly,  that  the  Crown  was  a  trustee  for 
OlaeSf  qua  pastoral  Crown  tenant,  and  that  such  trusteeship  was 
fixed  upon  the  Defendants  by  their  lendiog  their  £40,000  to  Qla»» 
on  the  security  of  his  letter  of  transfer. 

''  To  the  first  of  these  arguments  I  reply  that  the  doctrine  of 
Carter  v.  Carter  is  applicable  only  to  mortgagors  and  first  and 
second  mortgagees  having  priority  of  estate  under  the  same  tiUe, 
and  that  the  rule  of  Carter  v.  Carter  is  founded  on  real  prc^rty  law 
and  equitable  principles  utterly  inapplicable  to  the  circumstances 
of  these  transactions  between  Qlaee  as  pastoral  Crown  tenant  and 
the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendants,  if  indeed  any  technical  rules  of 
English  equity  as  between  first  and  second  mortgagees  could  be 
applied  to  the  contrasted  conduct  of  these  Plaintifib  and  Defen- 
dants at  the  dates  of  their  loans  to  Qlaes.  I  think  that,  as  there 
are  no  deeds  of  these  pastoral  runs,  nor  other  indicia  of  ownership, 
except  mere  possession  and  payment  of  rent  to  the  Crown,  the 
equitable  principle  of  Dearie  v.  HaU  (2)  ought  to  govern  the  rights 
of  these  mortgagees — ^that  is,  the  dates  of  their  notices  to  the 
Crown  Lands  Office  should  fix  their  equitable  priorities. 

In  my  opinion  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  for  this  Court  to  main- 
tain that  the  Crown  lands  of  this  colony  are  held  by  Her  Majesty 
only  for  disposition  under  the  ComUtidion  Ad,  and  as  now  directed* 
to  be  disposed  of  under  the  Crown  Lands  Act  of  1861,  in  substi- 
tution for  the  old  Orders  in  Council ;  and  that  this  Court  should 
not  attempt  to  oust  Crown  tenants  like  these  Defendants,  who  have 
acquired  their  leases  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  Crown  regula- 
tions, and  who  advanced  their  moneys  with  perfect  lonafideein  all 
respects,  and  especially  on  the  faith  of  these  regulations  being 
observed  both  by  the  Crown  and  by  the  pastoral  tenant  borrowings 
their  moneys. 
**  Moreover,  as  the  Crown  lease  has  now  been  issued  to  and  is  vested 

(1)  3  K.  &  J.  617.  (2)  3  Ross.  1. 
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in  the  Defendants  as  the  accepted  tenants  of  the  Crown  under  the       J.  C. 
Defendants'  prior  registration  at  the  Lands  Office,  there  cannot  be       1874 
the  slightest  pretence  for  asserting  that  the  Defendants  as  Crown   Blackwood 
t^iants  are  to  be  held  to  have  acquired  their  lease  and  paid  their     *  ^ 
rents  therennder  as  involuntary  or  constructive  trustees  for  the   Chabtessd 
Plaintiffs,  because  every  step  they  have  taken  has  been  adverse  to  Australia. 
the  PlaJntifis,  in  confirmation  only  of  their  own  undoubted  security, 
and,  as  honest  mortgagees,  getting  in  the  legal  estate,  which  was 
undoubtedly  equitably  pledged  to  them  in  1868  for  £40,000,  without 
the  slightest  suspicion  of  the  Plaintiffs'  latent  security  of  1863." 

The  present  appeal  was  against  the  decision  of  the  7th  of  July, 
1871. 

Hr.  OoUan,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  D.  Wood,  for  the  Appellants : — 

It  is  not  necessary  to  perfect  the  assignment  of  an  equitable 
interest  in  land  that  notice  should  be  given  to  any  one.  The 
Crown  Lands  OoewpaHon  Ad  and  the  regulations  made  under  it 
were  not  made  with  the  intention  of  interfering  with  ordinary 
rights  already  acquired.  It  was  intended  that,  upon  the  recording 
of  a  transfer  in  the  Crown  Lands  Office,  the  equities  of  the  parties 
claiming  through  the  transferor  should  remain  intact^  but  that  all 
subsequent  to  such  recording  should  be  barred.  The  Court  will 
not,  unless  compelled,  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Act  was 
meant  to  defeat  prior  interests.  Our  equity  against  the  Bespon- 
dents  rests  on  the  prior  transfer.  Begulation  28  does  not  require 
notice  to  be  given,  but  merely  that  a  certain  record  shall  be  made, 
and  it  declares  that  such  record  shall  have  a  certain  effect.  It 
enables  the  party  entitled  to  the  lease  to  take  proceedings  and  get 
his  lease  completed,  but  it  does  not  make  it  a  legal  transfer. 

The  statute  (sect.  36)  gives  power  to  the  Governor  to  make 
regulations,  but  it  is  not  competent  for  him  to  provide  that  the 
legal  estate  shall  be  conveyed  in  a  certain  manner.  The  statute 
gives  a  right,  not  to  a  legal  estate,  but  a  right  to  be  completed  by 
the  Crown.  The  Act  delegated  to  the  Governor  the  power  to 
provide  forms  and  proceedings.  The  word  ^'  proceedings ''  points 
to  form,  not  to  regulation  of  rights.  Although  all  these  rights  are 
the  creation  of  the  statute,  still  it  does  not  exclude  the  operation 
of  the  general  law.    Some  parts  of  the  regulations  made  by  the 
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J.  G.       OoYemor  are  ultra  vires,  and  though  he  has  issaed  them  the  Cburts 
1874       have  to  determine  their  effect    The  words  *'  the  right  to  the  lease 
Blackwood  ^U  become  vested/'  &c.,  are  ultra  vires;  it  is  merely  an  expression 
LoimoH     ^^  *^  Governor's  opinion.    "  Valid  and  effectnal "  may  apply  to 
Gbabtbbbd  what  shall  be  recognised  in  a  Government  oflSoe,  but  the  Courts  of 
Australia.  Law  can  only  regard  it  as  an  expression  of  the  Governor's  opinion. 
It  is  not  said  that  no  one  shall  transfer  otherwise  than  as  is  men- 
tioned in  the  statute,  but  only  that  if  you  act  in  a  certain  manner 
certain  consequences  will  follow.    The  letter  of  transfer  and  the 
letter  of  deposit  make  up,  in  the  whole,  the  transfer  to  the  Appel- 
lants. By  virtue  of  it  the  right  of  Olass  to  receive  a  lease  from  the 
Crown  had  been  transferred  to  the  Appellants,  and  he  was  no  longer 
entitled  to  receive  a  lease  when  he  dealt  with  the  Bespondents. 

*  The  Government  could  not  have  deprived  the  creditors  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  such  a  security.  The  regulations  are  within  the  powers 
conferred  on  the  Gbvemor  so  far  only  as  they  are  directory,  but 
not  where  they  state  that  certain  acts  are  to  have  a  particular 
legal  effect.  The  Grovernor  could  not  annex  legal  consequences  to 
certain  acts  or  omissions.  He  could  not  legislate.  Our  rights 
arise  not  under  the  regulations,  but  under  the  ordinary  law.  The 
promise  of  the  Grown  to  grant  a  lease  is  like  the  promise  of  any 
other  party ;  the  rights  are  not  different  because  the  promisor  is 
the  Crown. 

YHien  these  regulations  were  passed  there  was  already  a  general 
Begistration  Act,  not  one  affecting  Crown  lands  only.  The 
registration  effected  on  the  15th  of  July,  1870,  pending  the  suit, 
was  invalid. 

Mr.  Dickinson,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Fiizjames  Stephen,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
Arthur  Kekeunch,  appeared  for  the  Bespondents ;  but  their  Lord- 
ships, without  hearing  them,  proceeded  at  once  to  pronounce  their 
judgment,  which  was  delivered  by 

The  Lobd  Chakcellob  : — 

The  only  question,  as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  deserving  or 
requiring  much  consideration  so  £Eir  as  they  have  thought  it  right 
to  go  into  the  arguments  is,  whether  or  not  the  28th  Begulation 
was  intra  vires  of  the  authority  which  made  it.  A  doubt  upon 
that  subject  seems  to  have  been  suggested  in  some  of  the  judg- 
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mentB  delivered  in  the  Court  below,  and  it  has  been  argued  here  J.  a 

that  the  power  given  by  the  36th  section  of  the  Oraufn  Lanck  1874 

Oeo^foHon  Ad  of  1861  was  only  to  provide  for  matters  of  foirm,  blaokvood 

and  not  to  provide  for  any  matters  of  substance,  and  particularly  jj^^^ 

not  to  determine  how  and  in  what  matter  efifoctual  transfers  of  OnABTSBBD 

Bamkof 

rights  to  have  leases  granted  under  the  Act  might  be  made.  ArsnuLu. 

After  considering  what  has  been  said  upon  that  subject,  both  by  """^ 
the  learned  Judges  in  the  Court  below — at  least  by  those  of  them 
who  appear  to  have  fiBtvoured  that  view — and  by  Counsel  at  the 
Bar,  their  Lordships  are  unable  to  concur  in  that  opinion.  This 
Act^  the  drawn  Lands  Oceupati&n  Act  of  1861,  is  upon  a  subject 
evidently  of  very  great  and  general  importance  in  the  colony.  It 
was  intended  to  alter,  and  in  a  great  measure  to  supersede^  previous 
modes  which  had  been  established  by  law  in  the  colony  of  dealing 
with  Crown  lands,  under  regulations  referred  to  in  the  4th  sub* 
section  of  the  12th  clause  of  the  Act  This  Act  itself  consists  of 
only  37  sections ;  it  is  a  comparatively  short  Act ;  it  lays  down 
certain  leading  rules,  and  manifestly  is  not  intended  to  oxhaust 
or  to  provide  for  all  the  supplementary  regulations  whioh  would  be 
convenient  or  proper  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  rights  which  it, 
to  a  certain  extent,  constitutes  and  regulates.  Upon  the  particular 
subject  of  transfer  it  says  not  one  single  word.  It  distinguishes 
three  kinds  of  rights :  first,  the  rights  to  old  runs  as  to  which  no 
payments  shall  have  been  made,  entitling  the  holders  of  them  to 
convert  them  into  five-years'  leases ;  secondly,  the  rights  of  those 
persons  who^  having  been  holders  of  old  runs,  have  taken  the 
necessary  steps  under  the  13th  clause  to  convert  them  into  five- 
yeazs'  leases ;  and,  lastly,  the  rights  of  those  persons  who  have 
completed  their  title  by  taking  actual  leases.  As  to  the  mode  in 
which  these  things  are  to  be  done,  as  to  the  power  of  transferring 
all  or  any  of  those  rights,  and  the  mode  in  which  they  shall  be 
transferred,  and  the  facts  which  are  to  bring  the  Government  into 
privity  of  contract  with  particular  persons,  not  originally  entitled, 
in  respect  of  those  rights,  the  clauses  of  the  Act  are  silent ;  but 
they  contemplate  a  supplement  for  every  purpose  convenient  and 
necessary,  consistent  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  not  ex- 
pressly provided  for  by  regulations  to  be  made  in  a  matter 
inappropriate  to  things  merely  formal,  but  usual  and  very  fiEimiliar 
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J.  a  in  this  country,  as  well  as  in  the  colonies^  when  matters  substantial 
1874  as  well  as  formal  are  to  be  governed  by  regulations  to  be  made  by 
Blackwood  ^  delegated  authority,  and  not  by  the  immediate  action  of  Farlia- 
^^  ment  itself;  that  authority  in  this  case  being  the  Gtovemor  with 
Cbasixbsd  the  advice  of  his  executive  counciL  The  regulations  are  to  be 
AuBTBAUA.  published  in  the  ChuseUe ;  and  thereupon,  by  virtue  of  the  Act 
itself  they  are  declared  valid  in  law ;  and  this  security  is  taken, 
which  is  very  usual  in  such  cases,  but  neither  usual  nor  neoessaiy 
as  to  mere  matters  of  form,  that  a  copy  of  every  such  regulation 
shall  be,  within  a  short  limited  time,  laid  before  both  Houses  of 
Parliament,  that  they  may  be  advertised  of  'the  manner  in  which 
the  persons  to  whom  they  have  delegated  this  legislative  power 
have  exercised  it ;  and,  if  they  disapprove  of  that  manner,  may 
take  the  proper  steps  to  interfere.  If  these  regulations,  properly 
construed,  are  found  to  be  reasonable  and  convenient  regulations 
for  canying  the  Act  into  full  e£fect»  though  they  may  govern  not 
only  the  form  but  the  effect  of  instruments  of  transfer  of  those 
rights  which  precede  the  grant  of  leases ;  if  they  are  found  to 
relate  to  matters  arising  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which 
they  unquestionably  do ;  if  they  are  found  to  be  consistent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Act,  which  they  unquestionably  are ;  and  if 
they  are  not  in  the  Act  expressly  provided  for,  tlien  their  Lordships 
cannot  do  otherwise  than  come  to  the  conclusion  that  they  are 
valid  in  law,  and  that  there  is  no  ground  for  the  objection  that 
they  are  vUra  vire$.  If  indeed  the  Act  had  said  that  in  any  other 
manner  these  rights  now  in  question  should  be  transferred,  then 
any  regulation  inconsistent  with  that  enactment  would  necessarily 
have  been  iHtra  virea  and  void ;  but  the  whole  subject  of  transfer 
is  left  open  to  subsequent  regulation  by  the  enacting  clauses  of  the 
statute ;  and  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  it  was  a  proper  and  indeed 
a  necessary  subject  to  be  regulated,  for  otherwise  nobody  would 
have  known  who  were  or  who  were  not  to  be  regarded  and  treated 
as  in  privity  of  contract  with  the  Grown  concerning  these  important 
rights.  The  regulations  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be  perfectly 
and  entirely  reasonable :  not  only  reasonable,  but  such  as  alone 
would  be  likely  to  accomplish  the  objects  of  the  statute,  as  far  as 
transfers  are  concerned,  without  such  inconveniences  as  it  might 
be  expected  the  proper  authority  would  provide  against. 
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If  that  is  the  oondnsion  to  be  arriTed  at»  what  is  the  effect  of      J.  0. 
those  clauses  ?    They  deal  with  the  very  case  which  is  before  their       1874 
Lordships,  the  case  of  a  holder  of  a  ran  of  which  the  lease  has  not  blaokwood 
issued.    The  clauses  are  headed  ^  transfers/'  and  their  object  is  to     ij^^^ 
shew  how  the  inchoate  right  to  this  lease,  so  described,  may  be  O^vrassD 
transferred.    The  holders  may  have  their  rights  to  call  for  leases  Auitbaliju 
transferred  by  an  application  addressed  to  the  Ohief  Commissioner       "" 
of  Crown  Lands,  and  authentieated  in  a  particular  manner.   It  has 
not  been  alleged  in  argument  that  this  application  was  not  authen- 
ticated in  the  manner  required  by  the  regulation;  and  their 
Lordships,  therefore,  must  assume  that  that  point  could  not  suc- 
cessfully be  made.    Assuming  that  the  authentication  contem- 
plated by  this  28th  Begulatbnwas  not  absent,  then  we  hare  a  case 
in   which    the  only  person  known  to  the  Crown,  or  who  could 
poasibly  be  known  to  the  Crown  consiBtently  with  this  regulation, 
as  the  ^holder  of  this  run  of  which  the  lease  had  not  issued,  did 
make  the  application,  contemplated  by  this  28th  Begulation,  to  the 
Chief  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  with  the  concurrence  of  a 
party  interested  as  a  transferee  for  value,  who  desired  to  have  his 
transfer  recorded.    Now,  what  was  the  effect  of  this  according  to 
the  true  construction  and  meaning  of  these  regulations  ?    ^'  On 
such  application  being  recorded,  the  applicant  will  be," — ^therefore 
in  this  case  he  was — Olass  was — **  debarred  from  all  further  claim 
to  the  lease,  the  right  of  which  will  thenceforth  become," — ^there- 
fore in  this  case  became — *^  vested  in' the  transferee," — the  Bespon- 
dents ;  and  under  the  31st  clause  that  transfer  carried  with  it  all 
rights  of  the  transferor,  OlasSf  in  connection  therewith,  with  an 
exception  not  material  to  the  present  case. 

Now  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  unless  there  was  some- 
thing which,  on  equitable  principles,  would  aflfect  the  transferee 
himself,  his  title  could  not  possibly  be  called  in  question  in  con- 
sequence of  any  dealing,  not  being  a  transfer  under  that  regula- 
tion, which  had  previously  taken  place  before  the  transfer  to  him 
was  made.  There  is  nothing  whatever  in  these  regulations,  and 
of  course  there  is  not  intended  to  be  anything  in  their  Lordships' 
judgment^  which  would  in  the  slightest  degree  whatever  affect  or 
prejudice  any  equity  which  could  be  asserted  as  against  the  tmns- 
feree.    He,  as  transferee,  succeeds  to  the  title  of  the  transferor; 
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J.  C.  btit  if  hiB  conBCidnce  is  boand  by  contract,  by  trust,  or  by  anything 

1874  else  which  in  a  Court  of  Equity  is  equivalent  in  point  of  binding 

Blackwood  effect,  there  is  nothing  here  to  prevent  him  from  taking  9ub  onere. 

jjf^l^  But  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  anything  of  that  kind  is  pretended ; 

Oh&btkbsd  what  is  alleged  here  is  this,  that  some  other  person  had  in  his 

Sahk  of  - 

Advtbalu.   possession  a  document  which  in  equity  affected  the  interest  of  Hr. 
Ohus,  the  transferor,  and  that,  for  that  reason,  Hr.  Olasa  was  no 

« 

longer  the  person  entitled  to  the  lease  within  the  meaning  of  this 
28th  Begulation ;  that  he  could  not  make  the  application ;  and 
that  the  right  which  became  vested  in  the  transferee  was  a  right, 
if  any,  subject  to  that  prior  equitable  interest  which  Hr.  OJas$  had 
previously  created.  The  argument,  if  good,  really  would  be 
equally  good  though  no  notice  whatever  had  been  given  to  the 
transferee  of  the  ezistraice  of  that  prior  equitable  interest ;  but  its 
effect  is  entirely  to  destroy  the  whole  regulation,  by  tr^ting  as  a 
transferee  a  person  who  has  not  complied  with  it,  treating  him  as 
having  acquired  such  an  suitable  right  as  would  make  the  trans- 
feror, the  original  holder  of  the  run,  no  longer  the  person  entitled 
to  go  to  the  Crown  and  ask  for  the  lease.  The  person  entitled  to 
the  lease  must  'mean,  and  does  mean,  the  person  entitled  at  that 
time  to  go  to  the  Crown  and  ask  for  the  lease.  The  alleged  prior 
equitable  transferees  could  not  put  themselves  in  that  position 
under  this  regalation  except  by  doing  the  thing  which  the  regula- 
tion prescribes,  which  thing  they  had  not  done.  The  Crown, 
therefore,  must  have  ignored  them,  must  have  granted  the  lease, 
unless  the  regulation  were  violated,  to  Hr.  Olass^  if  no  application 
in  fitvour  of  a  transferee  had  been  made.  »  Olass  was  the  person 
entitled  to  apply  to  the  Chief  Commissioner ; — ^he  did  apply ;  and 
upon  that  application  he  was  debarred;  all  persons  standing 
behind  him,  who  claim  only  through  him,  were  debarred  also :  and 
the  right  thenceforth  became  vested  in  the  transferee,  subject,  of 
course,  as  has  been  said,  to  any  personal  equities  by  which  that 
transferee  might  have  been  bound. 

Now  what  was  the  nature  of  that  right  ?    It  is  a  fallacy  to  call 

it  an  equitable  right    It  was  a  statutory  right>  and  there  is 

nothing  higher  among  legal  rights  than  a  right  created  by  statute. 

It  was  a  legal  right,  one  consequence  of  which  was,  no  doubt,  that 

'  the  owner  of  that  legal  right  could  call  upon  the  Crown,  in  which, 
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until  a  lease  was  granted,  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  would       J.  0. 
remain,  to  execute  a  oonveyance  of  the  legal  estate  in  the  land  by        1874 
way  of  lease.    But  it  was  a  legal  right  created  by  statute,  and,  blaokwood 
therefore,  an  absolute  right,  subject  to  the  statutable  conditions,  to     londok 
call  for  that  conreyanoe ;  and  that  legal  right  with  all  its  conse-  Ghabtibed 
qnences,  including  the  title  to  call  for  the  conveyance,  was  by  the  Ai38tralia. 
express  teims  of  these  regulations  transferred  to  the  transferee. 
The  matter,  therefore,  seems  yery  clear,  if  there  be  no  equity  as 
against  these  Bespondents  personally,  and  it  is  admitted  there  is 
none.    There  is  nothing  more  familiar  than  the  doctrine  of  equity 
that  a  man,  who  has  hand  fide  paid  money  without  notice  of  any 
other  title,  though  at  the  time  of  the  payment  he^  as  purchaser, 
gets  nothing  but  an  equitable  title,  may  afterwards  get  in  a  legal 
title, 'if  he  can,  and  may  hold  it;  though  during  the  interval 
between  the  payment  and  the  getting  in  the  legal  title  he  may 
have  had  notice  of  some  prior  dealing  inconsistent  with  the  good 
faith  of  the  dealing  with  himself.   That  is  alleged  to  have  happened 
in  this  case ;  but  it  is  admitted  that  there  is  nothing  in  that  state 
of  the  case,  if  a  legal  right  was  transferred,  to  prevent  the  trans- 
feree from  hdding  it  for  his  own  benefit ;  and,  indeed,  the  facts 
quite  justify,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  observation  of  Mr. 
Justice  Bdrffra/ve  that  the  whole  merits  and  real  substantial  equity 
and  justice  of  the  case  are  with  the  Bespondents.    For  what  has 
happened?    The    documents    said   to   have   created  this  prior 
equitable  interest  in  the  Appellants — which  in  truth  are  nothing 
whatever  but  this,  a  letter  addressed  to  the  Commissioner  of 
Works  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  transfer,  and  another  saying 
that  this  is  given  by  way  of  security — ^those  documents,  having 
been  delivered  to  the  Appellants  in  July,  1863,  and  April,  1864, 
are  kept  in  their  custody,  and  nothing  whatever  done  with  them 
for  several  years.    In  the  interval,  the  Appellants  leave  Olau, 
from  whom  they  received  those  documents,  to  continue  to  deal 
with  all  the  world  as  the  ostensible  owner  of  the  run.    He  does 
the  important  act,  during  that  interval,  on  the  81st  of  December, 
1865y  of  changing  the  title  from  one  species  to  another,  from  the 
right  to  a  mere  run  into  the  right  to  a  five  years'  lease.    That  is 
done  by  Olass  as  the  person  entitled,  and  the  Crown  knew  nobody 
but  OkuB  in  the  matter ;  and  Qlasa,  so  left  in  the  position  of  the 
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J.  0.       ostensible  and  reputed  owner,  and  the  person  who  under  the  28th 

1874        Begnlation  would  be  able  in  every  action  or  suit  at  law  or  in  equity 

Blackwood  ^^^  every  purpose,  offensive  or  defensive,  to  go  into  Court  with  the 

j^^^y     Crown  contract  in  his  hand  and  use  it  as  if  it  were  an  actual  lease, 

Ghabisbxd  — ^he  being  left  by  the  AppeUants  in  that  situation,  gets  £40,000 

AunRiLLiA.  from  the  Bespondents  in  April,  1868,  at  which  time  it  is  not  pre- 

tended  they  had  any  notice  or  means  of  knowledge  whatever  of 

these  latent  securities  in  the  Appellants'  hands.  If  there  ever  were 

persons  who  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  principle  of  equity, 

that  having  paid  their  money  hond  fide  without  notice  they  might 

afterwards  get  in  the  tabulam  in  naufraffio  if  they  could,  the 

present  Bespondents  are  persons  in  that  situation ;  and  it  would  be 

monstrous,  as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  unless  the  matter  were 

in  some  degree  rendered  less  important  by  the  Begistration  Acts 

of  the  colony,  (a  point  into  which  their  Lordships  do  not  think  it 

necessary  to  go,)  if  in  a  colony  of  this  description  rights  of  this 

kind,  regularly  perfected  by  following  out  the  statutory  formalities 

as  between  the  Crown  and  transferees  who  have  dealt  boni  fide 

for  value  with  the  only  person  known  as  owner  to  the  Crown,  and 

who  had  come  to  be  recognised  by  the  Crown  in  that  way,— if 

they  could  be  ousted  by  latent  documents  kept  in  the  chests  of 

bankers  or  other  persons  in  London,  and  only  intended  to  be  used 

at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  might  happen  to  suit  their 

convenience. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  law  and  the  justice  of  the 
case  are  upon  this  first  ground  alone  entirely  and  altogether  with 
the  Bespondents,  and  that  it  is  quite^unnecessary  to  go  into  the  sub- 
sequent points  which  might  otherwise  arise,  when  the  legal  title 
so  initiated  is  found  to  have  been  further  perfected  by  the  actual 
grant  of  a  lease  before  suit  by  the  Crown,  and  subsequently  after 
suit  by  priority  of  registration  in  the  land  or  deeds  register. 

Their  Lordships  think  it  unnecessary  to  go  into  those  points, 
because  they  entirely  agree  with  what  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Hargrave  in  his  judgment,  that  **  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance 
for  this  Court  to  maintain  that  the  Crown  lands  of  this  colony  are 
held  by  Her  Majesty  only  for  disposition  under  the  Conslitidion 
Aet,  and  as  now  directed  to  be  disposed  of  under  the  Crown  Lands 
Act  of  1861,  in  substitution  for  the  old  Orders  in  Council,  and  that 
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this  Ooart  should  not  attempt  to  oast  Crown  tenants  like  these       J.  0. 
Defendants,  who  have  acquired  their  leases  strictly  in  accordance       1874 
with  the  Crown  regulations,  and  who  advanced  their  money  blagkwood 
with  perfect  hmafidn  in  all  respects,  and  especially  on  the  faith     ],oinx>H 
of  these  Begulations  being  observed  both  by  the  Crown  and  by  the  C^abtbbid 
pastoral  tenant  borrowing  their  moneys.**    Their  Lordships  also  Aubtibaua. 
agree  with  the  substance,  (as  they  understand  it,)  of  what  Mr.       "" 
Justice  Bargrave  states  at  the  beginning  of  that  judgment  to  have 
been  his  chief  ground  for  originally  dismissing  the  Plaintiffs'  bill ; 
that,  '*as  to  the  broad  and  substantial  contest  between  these 
parties,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entirely  without  any  equity  as  against 
the  Defendants,' while  the  Defendants  had  a  dear  and  undisputable 
equity  against  the  Plaintiffs  by  having  advanced  their  £40,000  to 
OlasB  in  1868,  without  any  notice  or  knowledge,  express  or  implied, 
of  the  Plaintiffs'  prior  lien  originating  in  1863,  and  were  prevented 
by  the  Plaintiffs  from  obtaining  any  such  knowledge  by  the  wilful 
neglect  and  omission  of  the  latter'to  record  their  letter  of  transfer 
at  the  Lands  Office  till  after  the  Defendants  had  advanced  their 
£40,000,  and  after  the  Defendants'  letter  of  transfer  had  been  duly 
recorded  there."    If  indeed  the  learned  Judge  were  to  be  under- 
stood as  meaning  in  that  passage  to  suggest  any  attempt  or  inten- 
tion by  the  Plaintiffs  to  mislead  the  Defendants,  their  Lordships 
have  heard  nothing  which  would  lead  them  to  adopt  any  such 
view,  nor  is  any  such  view  meant  to  be  implied  in  any  word  which 
has  been  said ;  but  it  does  not  at  all  seem  necessary  to  put  that 
construction  upon  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Bargrave.    That 
language  may  very  well  mean  this,  with  which  their  Lordships 
enitirely  agree,  that  the  Appellants  did  not  think  fit  to  use  the 
documents  of  tide  which  they  had  obtained ;  they  intentionally 
left  QlasB  in  the  position  of  an  apparent  owner,  able  to  give  to 
others,  with  the  legal  title,  the  better  equity ;  and  therefore  it  is 
just  and  equitable  that  they  should  bear  the  consequences. 

Their  Lordships  therefore  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
dismiss  this  appeal,  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  DonmJb,  Lawrence^  dt  Oraham. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  FreahJUlds. 


VouV. 
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J.  c .•      THE  POET  CANNING  LAND,  INVESTMENT,^ 
1874  RECLAMATION   AND    DOCK   COMPANY,/       ^^^^^^^ 

JM^5.         LIMITED,   A    Company    rbgistered    undbbT  ' 

AoT  XIX.  OF  1857  (Plaintiffb)     •     .     .     J 

AHD 

A.  SMITH,  Esquire,  Chairman  of  the  Muni-] 
ciPAL  Commissioners  of  the  Town  of  Canning  |  Respondent. 
(Defendant) ) 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  JUDICATURE  AT  FORT 

WILLIAM,  IN  BENGAL. 

Contract  amsbUutei  hy  Correspandence^Indian  Begistratum  Act,  1866 — Di»- 
tmciion  betioeen  new  Tenm  in  CknUrad  and  Makers  cnify  affecting  Mode  of 
Performance, 

A.  held  debentures  of  B^  a  municipal  body,  and  had  a  right  to  exchange 
them  for  lots  of  equal  value,  to  be  selected  by  him  from  building  lands  be- 
longing to  B. ;  the  rent  of  which  lots  was  to  be  set  off  against  the  interest 
on  the  debentures.  A,  notified  to  B,  that  he  had  selected  certain  lots, 
and  asked  permission  to  retain  the  debentures  for  a  time,  setting  the  interest 
agsinst  the  rent  B,  consented  to  A.^s  proposal,  and  at  the  same  time  in* 
formed  A,  that  the  selected  lots  exceeded  the  value  of  his  debentures,  and 
that  he  must  pay  the  difference.    A,  made  no  reply  to  this  communication.^ 

A,  afterwards  sued  B.  for  interest  on  the  debentures : — 

Heldf  that  A.  was  not  entitled  to  interest,  the  contract  being  complete, 
and  the  indication  by  B,  of  the  difference  in  quantity  not  amounting  to  an 
introduction  of  a  new  term  into  the  negotiation. 

A  correspondence  between  A,  and  B.  amounted  to  a  contract  for  a  purchase 
of  a  future  interest  in  immoveable  property : — 

ffeldj  that  such  correspondence  did  not  requiro  registration  under  the 
Indian  Registration  Aet^  1866. 

IN  this  case  the  plaint  sought  to  recover  firom  the  Bespondent,  as 
Chairman  of  the  Municipal  Commissioners  of  the  Town  of  Canninff, 
the  interest  alleged  to  be  due  upon  a  number  of  municipal  deben^ 
tures  issued  by  the  said  commissioners,  and  held  by  the  Appellant 
company. 

The  main  defence  was,  that  under  arrangements  between  the 
company  and  the  municipal  commissioners  the  debentures  were 

*  Pretend  :-~SiR  Jamvs  W.  Golvhjs,  Sm  Montague  E.  Smith,  Sib  Bobbhv 
P.  GoLLiSB,  and  Sm  Lawrence  Peel. 
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to  be  commuted  for  land,  the  company  agreeing  to  pay  the  com-       J.  C. 
missioners  a  quit-rent  equivalent  to  the  amount  of  interest  on  the        1874 
debentures ;  that  the  debentures  were  issued  on  certain  terms  of  port  Casmsq 
which  the  company  had  elected  to  avail  themselves,  and  that  they  jj^^^^^ 
could  not  now  claim  the  interest.  Reolamatioit, 

AND 

There  was  also  a  technical  defence  on  the  ground  that  no  notice    Dock  Go. 
of  action  had  been  given  to  the  Defendant  as  required  by  the      Smtth. 
Actj  No.  UL  of  1864,  s.  87,  of  the  Bengal  Council.  — 

Mr.  Justice  Phear,  Judge  of  the  High  Court  at  Oahutta^  in  its 
ordinary  civil  jurisdiction,  decreed  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
assessing  the  damages  at  Bs.27,522. 

On  appeal,  a  Division  Bench  of  the  High  CSourt,  on  the  20th 
of  September,  1869,  reversed  that  decree  and  dismissed  the  suit 
^th  costs.    From  that  decree  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

In  18S0  the  Government  of  India  passed  an  Act  to  enable 
improvements  to  be  made  in  towns,  whereby  commissioners  could 
be  appointed  to  manage  the  affairs  of  any  town,  with  full  power  to 
make  all  necessary  contracts,  levy  taxes,  &c.,  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  the  Act. 

Such  persons  were  known  as  ^  Municipal  Commisnoners,"  and, 
in  accordance  with  the  Act,  certain  persons  were  appointed  to  act 
as  such  commissioners  for  the  town  of  C<mninff,  a  new  port  on  the 
river  MuUah,  near  Cdleuttc^ 

In  1863  these  municipal  commissioners,  with  the  sanction  of 
Government,  proposed  to  raise  loaxs  on  debenture  for  ten  lacs  of 
rupees,  and  they  issued  a  notice,  which  contained  the  following 


**  The  Municipal  Commissioners  of  Canninff,  with  the  sanction 
of  Government,  are  prepared  to  receive  sealed  tenders 'for  loans  on 
debenture  for  ten  lacs  of  rupees  for  the  general  improvement  of 
the  town  and  port  of  Canning^  and  the  lands  adjoining  thereto,  on 
security  of  the  properties  of  the  municipality  as  described  in  the 
annexed  schedule,  and  on  the  credit  of  the  existing  rents  of  lands, 
and  of  the  rents,  rates,  and  taxes  that  may  be  hereafter  imposed 
and  levied  on  account  of  the  municipal  fund  under  the  provisions 
of  Act  XXYI.  of  1850,  or  of  any  other  Act  that  may  be  passed  by 
the  Legislature.    The  tenders  are  to  be  for  sums  of  not  less  than 

3         12 
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J.  c.       B8.600.    The  debentures  will  have  a  currency  of  five  years,  and 

1874       carry  interest  at  the  rate  of  5^  per  cent  per  annum  from  their 

PoBT  Cavkino  respective  dates.    Interest  to  be  paid  half-yearly,  on  the  80th  of 

Invb^knt  ^^^^  ^^^  *^®  ^^^^  ^^  December,  at  the  Bank  of  Bengal. 

Bbclamation,  « Debenture  holders  are  to  be  entitled  to  convert  their  de- 
DoTco.  bentures  to  the  extent  of  on^half  of  the  entire  lo«i  nui»d.  into 
Smith.  leasehold  titles  to  lands  in  the  town,  within  a  period  of  two  years 
from  the  issue  of  the  debentures^  at  the  rate  of  Bs.600  of  loan  for 
one  beegah  of  ground.  ^  Such  privilege  of  oonversion  to  be  given 
to  debenture  holders  in  order  of  the  dates  on  which  applications 
for  such  oonversion  are  received  by  the  commissioners.  The  lease- 
hold title  so  conferred  to  be  for  sixty  years  on  a  rental  of  Bs.30 
per  beegah  per  annum,  such  leaseholders  to  be  further  allowed  to 
convert  their  leasehold  into  freehold  tenures  by  a  cash  payment 
at  the  rate  of  Bs.600  per  beegah,  provided  such  privilege  be 
claimed  within  four  years  from  the  Ist  of  January  nezt»  and  the 
privilege  of  conversion  to  be  retained  during  the  remaining  cur- 
rency of  the  lease,  but  at  a  rate  per  beegah  to  be  fixed  at  intervals 
of  four  years  on  a  review  and  estimate  of  the  then  value  of  the 
leases,  such  value  to  be  determined  by  the  oommissioners.  Exist- 
ing leaseholders  who  become  holders  of  debentures  may,  under  like 
conditions,  convert  such  debentures  at  once  into  freehold  tenure  of 
.their  present  leasehold  property  at  the  rate  of  Bs.600  per  beegah. 

^  Schedule  Properties. 
**  Soonderbun  Orant,  No.  54. 
"^1.  678  beegahs  of  ground  already  let  out  for  Bs.7800  per 
annum. 
**  2.  About  4196  beegahs  of  ground  in  the  town  not  yet  leased  out 
**  3.  13,121  beegahs  of  ground  outside  the  present  town  limits 
partly  let  out  to  ryots  and  grantees,  and  yielding  an  annual  rent 

of  Ee.2,716. 

^  Beserved  portion  of  Grant  No.  50. 

'^  1,951  beegahs  of  land  of  which  about  one-half  is  out  on 
temporary  leases. 

"  By  order  of  the  Board. 
7  ^8.H.  Robinson,  Honorary  Secretary  to  the 

Municipal  Commissioners." 

In  March,  1864,  an  Aot  was  passed  by  the  Council  of  the 
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Gk>Ternor  of  Bengoi  extending  the  powers  of  mnnicipal  commis-       j.  c. 
sionersy  the  new  powers  granted  to  them  being  very  large,  and  the       i87i 
87th  section  of  that  Act  provided  that  no  action  should  be  brought  pobt  Cahvino 
aeainst  the  municinal  commissioners,  or  any  of  their  officers,  or  ,    ^^^^ 
any  person  acting  under  their  direction,  until  one  month's  notice  Reclamation, 
had  been  given  in  writing.    The  section  proceeds  ^'  and  until  such    dock  Co. 
notioe  be  proved,  the  Oonrt  shall  find  for  the  Defendant."  Smith. 

In  July,  1864,  the  provisions  of  that  Act  were  extended  to       — 
Ca/iming. 

On  the  23rd  of  January,  1865,  a  company  formed  by  one  Mr. 
SehHUr  was  registered  under  the  name  of  the  Port  Canning  Land, 
In/ve$lment,  Bedamalum^  and  Doek  Company^  [Limited,  and  the 
prospectus  stated  that  the  company  was  formed  with  the  object 
of  securing  land  in  Canning,  and  improving  it  by  building,  letting, 
or  selling. 

It  also  stated  that  the  company  would  undertake  the  construc- 
tion ef  public  works,  and  that  it  had  obtained  from  the  munici- 
pality extensive  rights. 

It  then  proceeded  thus : — 

**  In  addition  to  the  above  concession,  the  company  had  subscribed 
£25,000  to  the  5^  per  cent.  Municipal  Debenture  Loan  at  15  per 
cent  discount,  with  option  to  exchange  within  two  years  these 
debentures  for  land  in  the  town  of  Canning,  at  the  rate  of  B6.1800 
per  acre  in  leasehold,  and  Bfi.3600  per  acre  in  freehold,  and  upon 
the  condition,  that  for  the  present  the  municipal  loan  be  closed.** 

'  It  appeared  that,  irrespective  of  the  land  to  be  thus  obtained, 
the  company  already  held  certain  town  lots  at  Canning,  registered 
in  the  name  of  the  company. 

Among  the  directors  of  the  company  were  Mr.  Schiller,  Mr. 
KSbum,  Mr.  Whitney,  and  Baboo  JBom  Oopaid  Qhoee,  all  of  whom 
were  Municipal  Commissioners  for  Canning. 

On  the  13th  of  March,  1865,  the  new  company  wrote  to  the 
municipal  commissioners  in  the  following  terms : — 

**  To  the  Acting  Secretary  to  the  Municipal  Commissioners 

''  for  the  Town  of  Canning. 
"  Sir, — ^We  are  instructed  by  the  directors  of  the  company  to  in- 
form you  that  in  lieu  of  the  debentures  which  are  to  be  given  for 
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J.  C.       the  amonnt  subscribed  by  them  to  the  loan  of  the  Commissionefs 

1874       of  the  Town  of  Port  Canning^  they  desire  to  possess  land  in  lots 

PobtCanninq  adjacent  to  the  proposed  new  dock,  and  such  other  lots  near  to 

iNVEffrauNT    ^^  railway,  or  in  other  desirable  situations  belonging  to  the  com- 

Reclamation,  missioners,  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be  equivalent  of  said  amount 

Dock  Co.     of  loan. 

SuiTH.  **  ^^  numbers  of  the  lots  more  especially  re^ferred  are  noted 

below. 

'*  We  further  beg  to  inform  you  that  we  are  now  prepared  to  pay 
in  the  sum  of  two  and  a  half  lacs  agreed  on  21st  March. 
"  Lots  148  to  153,        «  We  are,  dear  Sir 

162  „  164,  «  Yours  faithfully, 

83  „    84,  « BarradaUe,  Schitter,  d  Co. 

199  „  233,  "Secretaries  and  Treasurers," 

169. 

On  the  22nd  of  March,  1865,  the  company  paid  in  Bs.250,000, 
and  Bs.20O;  minus  15  per  cent  discount:  and  subsequently 
received  from  the  municipal  commissioners  123  debenture  bonds, 
representing  Bs.250,200. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  one  of  the  debentures,  all  being  in  a 
similar  form : 

^*  The  Municipal  Commissioners  of  the  town  of  Oanninff. 

«  No.  268. 
«  The  22nd  day  of  March,  1865. 
*•  By  virtue  of  the  Act  No.  III.  of  1864  of  the  Council  of  the 
Lieutenant-Governor  of  Bengal,  for  making  laws  and  regulations 
(the  District  Municipal  Improvement  Act),  we,  the  Commissioners 
of  the  Town  of  Canning^  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  six  thousand 
rupees,  paid  to  us  by  the  Port  Canning  Land  Investment,  Bedama-^ 
tion,  and  Dock  Company,  Limited,  of  Calcutta,  promise  to  pay  to 
the  said  Port  Canning  Land,  Investment,  Beclamation,  and  Dock 
Company,  Limited,  or  order,  the  said  sum  of  six  thousand  rupees, 
five  years  after  the  date  hereof,  together  with  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  of  5j^  per  cent,  per  annum,  payable  half-yearly  on  the 
30th  day  of  June  and  the  31st  day  of  December  in  each  year. 

*^A.  Bainhridge,  Chairman. 
(Seal  of  the  Municipal        "  Alexr,  Pendleton,  Commissioner.** 
Commissioners.) 
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In  January,  1866,  Mr.  KiUmm,  who  held  other  municipal        j.o. 
debentures,  being  desirous  of  exchanging  them  for  land  lots,  the        i87i 
municipal  commissioners  wrote  to  the  company  requesting  to  pqq^'^]^^^,^ 
know  whether  the  directors  wished  to  select  for  the  company  any  .   ^^^' 
of  the  lots  named  by  Mr.  KUbum ;  but  no  reply  haying  been  Bboulmation, 

AMD 

received,  the  Commissioners  on  the  18th  of  September,  1866,  wrote    dook  Co. 
the  following  letter  to  the  company : —  Smith. 

^  J.  B.  THomson,  Secretary  and  Commissioner,  to  Hhe  Secretaries 

«  and  Treasurers  P.C.aB. 

« 18/9/66. 

"  Grentlemen, — ^I  am  directed  by  the  chairman  to  request  that 
you  will  give  your  immediate  attention  to  the  following : — 

•  '^  On  the  13th  March,  1865,  the  P.  C.  Company,  through  you, 
applied  distinctly  to  have  lots  assigned  to  them  in '  lieu  of  the  deben- 
tures which  are  to  be  given  for  the  amount  subscribed  by  them  to 
the  loans.'    You  applied  specifically  for  Lots  148  to  153, 

162  „  164, 
83  „    84, 
199  „  238, 
169, 
and  asked  for  other  land  in  lots  adjacent  to  the  proposed  new 
dock,  and  such  other  lots  near  to  the  railway,  or  in  other  desirable 
situations,  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be  equivalent  of  said  amount 
of  loan. 

''2.  This  is  a  distinct  and  formal  intimation  that  the  Part 
Canning  Company  avail  themselves  of  the  privilege  allowed  to 
debenture  holders  by  Article  Y.  of  the  published  conditions  of  the 
loan. 

'^3.  Ko  formal  letter  was  sent  to  the  Canning  Company  on 
receipt  of  their  application  placing  the  specified  lots  at  their 
disposal,  but  on  the  5th  of  January,  1866,  the  secretary  to  the 
municipal  commissioners  wrote  to  the  secretaries  of  the  Canning 
Company,  requesting  that  they  would  intimate  what  lots  they 
required  among  certain  numbers  specified  in  the  letter,  as  Mr.  . 
Kilbum,  another  debenture  holder,  had  applied  for  lots,  and  the 
commissioners  could  not  tell  Mr.  KUbum  which  of  the  lots  were 
available  until  the  Canning  Company  had  made  their  selection. 
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J.  0.       No  reply  was  lecdved  from  the  Canning  Company  to  this  request, 

1874       but  in  April,  I8669  the  secretary  to  oommissioners  addressed  Mr. 

PosrcIirHiHo  ^*  ^*  SUwart,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Canninff  Company,  on  the 

iMVMMKHT  s^^j®^    T^  t^  letter  also  no  reply  was  returned. 

BaoLAifATiov,     "4.  The  lots  applied  for  by  Port  Canning  Company  in  com- 

BoGK  Go.     mutation  of  their  debentures  have  always  been  considered  as  trans- 

SmrtL      fen^  ftzid  held  at  the  disposal  of  the  Port  Canning  Company,  and 

""^       it  now  only  remains  for  the  leases  to  be  completed  and  debentures 

to  be  sent  into  this  office  to  the  value  of  B&204|928y  being  the 

amount  of  the  loan  which  these  lots  represent  under  the  5th 

Article  of  the  published  conditions  of  the  loan. 

**  5.  These  lots  being  held  ayailable  for  the  Port  Canning  Com^ 
pony  at  any  moment,  the  commissioners  are,  by  the  application  of 
the  company,  precluded  from  making  any  other  use  of  the  lots,  and 
thereupon  the  commissioners  must  call  on  the  company  to  return 
debentures  representing  the  value  of  these  lots,  and  to  enter  into 
the  necessary  formal  engagements  as  to  the  conveyance  of  the 
land  to  them,  under  the  5th  Article  of  the  published  conditions  of 
the  loan. 

**  Under  the  circumstances  the  municipal  commissioners  cannot 
be  held  liable  for  any  interest  which  may  accrue  on  the  amount  of 
loan  represented  by  these  lots,  and  the  oommissioners  must  look  to 
the  company '^in  future  for  the  payment  of  the  rental  due  on  the 
lots  under  the  5th  Article  of  the  published  conditions  of  the  loan. 
'*  I  am  further  directed  to  request  that  your  company  will  with- 
out further  delay  select  such  other  available  lots  as  may  be 
required  to  make  up  the  redemption  of  the  entire  sum  subscribed 
by  them  to  the  loan,  and  to  give  notice  that  the  commissioners 
repudiate  any  liability  to  pay  interest  on  the  amount  subscribed 
by  the  Canning  Company,  or  to  repay  the  loan,  except  in  the 
shape  of  grants  of  land,  as  applied  for  by  the  company  in  their 
letter  of  the  13th  March,  1865. 

**  I  must,  therefore,  urge  on  behalf  of  the  commissioners  thai 
you  will  select  without  further  delay  these  lots,  as  they  have 
received  numerous  other  applications  for  lots  in  commutation  of 
debentures,  to  which  I  can  give  no  definite  reply  imtil  the  Canning 
Company  act  on  the  right  of  first  selection,  which  is  secured  to 
them  by  their  having  been  the  first  applicants/' 
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On  the  20th  of  December,  1866,  Mr.  SehiOer  wrote  the  following       j.  o. 
letter  to  the  municipal  commissioners :—  1874 

"To  /.  B.  Thomson,  Esq.,  roBrCAinnifo 

^Secretary  to  the  Municipal  ClommiBsion,  Port  Canning.  isYwnaxrr, 

«  Calcutta,  20th  Dec,  1866.     ^^^^^^^^'^ 

**  Sir, — With  reference  to  the  debentures  held  by  the  Canninp    ^^*  ^• 
Company,  which  I  agreed  to  exchange  for  land,  I  now  beg  to      Smith. 
propose  that  such  exchange  be  deferred  till  their  due  date.  ~^ 

"  This  will  inyolve  the  payment  of  interest  by  the  municipality 
to  the  Port  Canning  Compamf,  but  the  latter  is  prepared  to  declare 
now  the  lots  they  will  receive  in  exchange  for  debentures  and  to 
pay  a  quit  rent  thereon,  equivalent  to  the  interest  payable  on 
their  debentures.  The  municipality  will  thus  lose  nothing,  and 
the  arrangement  will  be  a  convenience  to  the  Canning  Company. 

"  I  b^  you  will  submit  this  proposal  to  the  commissioners,  and 
I  trust  they  will  give  it  their  assent,  and  recommend  its  adoption 
to  Government,  whose  sanction  may  possibly  be  required." 

On  the  14th  of  March,  1867,  the  municipal  commissioners,  by 
their  yioe-chairman,  replied  to  that  letter  in  the  following  terms : 

''Dear  Sirs, — ^With  reference  to  the  letter  from  Mr.  SehUler, 
dated  the  20th  December,  1866,  copy  of  which  is  on  the  other 
side,  I  am  instructed  by  the  chairman,  Municipal  Commissioners 
of  Canning,  to  state  that  they  agree  to  the  proposal  contained  in 
that  letter,  and  to  request  that  you  will  at  once  declare  the  lots 
which  your  company  will  receive  in  commutation  of  the  debentures 
taken  by  your  company,  so  that  the  commissioners  may  know 
exactly  the  lots  which  they  are  bound  to  hold  for  the  company." 

On  the  2nd  of  April,  1867,  the  company  wrote  as  follows  to 
the  chairman  of  the  municipal  commissioners : — 

"  Sir, — ^In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  4th  [14th  ?]  of  March, 
regarding  the  lots  to  be  taken  by  this  company  in  commutation 
of  the  debentures  which  you  issued  to  us,  we  beg  to  inform  you 
that  the  directors  propose  to  take  the  following  lots,  which  they 
think  will  amount  to  about  the  sum  of  Bs.250,200 : — 

''C  to  10a,  27a,  28a,  29a,  83  to  38a,  48  to  50a,  83,  84,  85,  86, 
151  to  162, 196  to  203. 
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J.  a  *'  The  directon  desire  us  to  say  that  they  expect  permifldon 

1874       will  be  granted  to  them  to  make  an  exchange  of  any  of  the  lots 

PosrCANNnro  ^^^  ^^7  others  which  may  still  remain  in  the  possession  of  the 

T— if!!^*      mnnicipality  at  any  future  period." 

iirVJEBTlfINT,  A  #  rf  *: 

Bbclamation,     To  this  communication  the  vice-diairman  of  the  commissioners 
Dock  Co.    replied  on  the  22nd  of  August,  1867,  in  the  following  terms : — 

"  To  the  Secretaries  and  Treasurers  of  the  Port  Canning  Company, 
**  Gentlemen, — I  am  requested  by  the  chairman  to  inform  yon 
that  the  lots  specified  in  your  letter  of  the  2nd  April,  1867,  are 
reseryed  for  your  company  in  commutation  ot  the  municipal 
debentures  to  their  yalae,  viz.,  subject  to  the  sanction  of  oveGm- 
ment : — 


V, 

Smitb. 


"Lots    6a  to  10a  . 

.     5  Lots' 

„    27a  „  29a  . 
„     33a  „  38a  • 

3    „ 
•     6    „ 

thof 
way. 

„    48a  „  50a  . 

•          8        M 

II 

Total 

.  17  Lots. 

"Lots    83  to    86  . 

.     4  Lots 

„     151   „  162  . 
„     191  „  203  . 

Total 

.         .  12    „ 

•     8    „ 

.  24  Lots. 

North  of 
Hallway. 

"In  all  forty-one  lots,  which  the  commissioners  deem  to  be 
equivalent  to  Ils.305,407  of  loan. 

*^  2.  Your  calculation  as  to  lots  is  incorrect.  The  redemption 
into  freehold  is  Bs.1,200  per  beegah.  I  enclose  the  account 
according  to  the  usual  valuation  of  the  municipal  property. 

"  3.  This  concession  is  granted  on  the  full  understanding  that 
the  debentures  to  the  above  extent  are  to  be  returned  at  maturity, 
and  that  rent  equivalent  to  the  interest  claimable  on  the  said 
amount  of  debentures  shall  be  paid  for  lots  until  the  redemption 
into  freehold  tenure  shall  be  completed.  In  the  meantime  the 
commissioners  will  be  prepared  to  execute  the  necessary  formal 
leases  required,  inserting  a  clause  to  give  the  required  efiect  to 
the  request  conveyed  in  your  letter,  dated  the  20th  December, 
1866. 
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*'  I  have  to  add,  that  the  oommissioxiers  will  not  object  to  your       «f.  c. 
exchanging  the  lots  named  npon  application  for  any  others  that        1874 
may  not  be  occupied  by  their  own  buildings  or  by  other  persons  pobt  Gavniko 
at  the  time  such  application  shall  be  made.*  ,   La»d, 

*  *  IMWIMUNT, 

On  the  10th  of  January,  1868,  the  company  sent  to  the  muni-        and      * 
cipal  commissioners  a  bill  for  B8.13,76I,  being  the  amount  of    ^^^^  ^• 
interest  accruing  on  the  debentures  from  the  1st  of  January  to  the      Smith. 
31st  of  December,  1867,  requesting  payment  thereof,  and  stating 
that  if  they  would  forward  their  rent  account  for  the  town  lots 
registered  in  the  name  of  the  company  it  would  be  circulated  to 
the  directors.    To  this  the  chairman  of  the  commissioners  replied, 
stating  that  he  would  send  a  bill  for  their  claim  for  the  rent  of 
the  town  lots  as  well  as  those  selected  by  the  company  in  lieu  of 
the  debentures,  and  pointing  put  that  the  latter  were,  by  the 
agreement  between  the  commissioners  and  the  company,  to  be 
returned  upon  maturity,  the  interest  thereon  being  set  off  against 
the  rents  of  the  lots  selected. 

On  the  23rd  of  April,  1869,  the  company  again  demanded  pay- 
ment of  the  interest  from  January  to  December,  1867,  and  also 
for  the  year  1868,  to  which  the  Eespondent,  Mr.  Smith,  as  chair- 
man of  the  municipal  commissioners,  replied,  pointing  out  that  the 
interest  was  to  be  set  off  against  the  equivalent  quit  rent  payable 
to  the  commissioners  for  the  land  allotted  in  lieu  of  the  deben- 
tures, and  offering,  if  they  actually  wanted  to  have  the  interest 
paid,  to  pay  the  same  on  receiving  from  the  company  payment  of 
the  counter  claim. 

On  the  I8th  of  May,  1869,  the  company,  without  any  notice, 
commenced  the  present  action  against  the  Bespondent,  as  chair- 
man of  the  municipal  commissioners,  by  filing  a  plaint  in  the 
High  Court  in  its  original  civil  jurisdiction, 
r  The  plaint  sought  to  recover  the  interest  due  on  the  debentures 
held  by  the  company  for  1867  and  1868. 

On  the  5th  of  July,  1869,  the  chairman  of  the  company  filed  a 
written  statement  setting  out  a  copy  of  one  of  the  debentures  and 
a  copy  of  the  letter  of  the  23rd  of  April,  1869,  claiming  the 
interest. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1869,  the  Bespondent,  as  chairman  of 
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J.  C.       the  municipal  oommissionera,  also  filed  a  written  statementy  by 
1874       which  he  submitted  that  no  interest  could  be  recovered  unless  the 

PoRrCANHiHo  company  paid  an  equivalent  sum  in  the  shape  of  quit  rent,  which 

jjj;^^^  they  had  not  done. 

Rbolamatioh,     The  company  called  three  witnesses,  and  put  in  certain  docu- 

DooK  Co.     mentary  evidence,  amongst  which  were  a  letter  demanding  interest 

Smith.      ^^  August,  1867,  and  a  reply  from  the  vice-chairman  of  the  commis- 

sioners,  both  of  which  letters  were  previous  to  the  commissioners' 

letter  enumerating  the  lots  set  apart  for  the  company. 

On  the  23rd  of  August,  1869,  Mr.  Justice  Phear  gave  a  decree 
in  favour  of  the  Flaintifib  for  Bs.27,522  with  costs.  The  learned 
Judge  was  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  nothing  in  the  corre- 
spondence to  constitute  an  agreement  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  pay  rent 
for  specified  land  equivalent  to  interest  on  the  debentures  in 
respect  of  which  they  sued.  He  also  thought  that  the  corre- 
spondence was  not  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Defendants,  because  no  part  of  it  was  registered.  In  the  way  in 
which  Defendants  desired  to  use  this  correspondence,  it  must 
amount  to  a  lease  of  specified  lands,  or  an  agreement  for  a  lease 
under  such  circumstances  that  rent  mentioned  in  it  had  become  a 
rent  due  to  Defendants,  and  capable  of  being  set  off  against  Hain- 
tifib'  claims.  If  it  were  a  lease,  inasmuch  as  completion  of  this 
contract  did  not  take  place  till  the  letter  of  the  22nd  of  August^ 
1867,  it  must  Ml  under  the  operation  of  the  Registraium  Act,  1866, 
and  under  that  Act  a  lease  is  one  of  the  documents  which  must 
be  registered,  otherwise  it  could  not  be  used  in  a  Civil  Court  for 
any  purpose.  If  it  was  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  it  must  also  be 
registered  by  reason  of  the  interpretation  clause. 

The  Bespondent  having  appealed  against  that  decree,  the  Chief 
Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  Macpherson,  sitting  in  appeal,  reversed  the 
decision,  holding  that  the  proposal  which  Mr.  Schiller  made  to  the 
commissioners  was  a  proposal  by  which  the  commissioners  were 
to  be  relieved  from  any  loss  by  postponing  the  exchange  until  the 
due  date  of  the  debentures.  That  the  Port  dmning  Companj/f 
according  to  the  terms  of  this  proposal,  were  not  to  receive  the 
lota  immediately,  but  that  the  receipt  of  the  lots  by  them  was  not 
to  be  complete  until  the  debentures  were  exchauged  for  them; 


; 
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bat  although  they  were  not  to  receive  the  lots,  they  then  agreed       j.  o. 
to  declare  the  lots  they  would  receive  in  exchange  of  the  deben-        1874 
tares,  and  to  pay  a  quit  rent  thereon  equivalent  to  the  interest  on  PoBTGAnimro 
the  debentores.    There  was  no  stipulation  whatever  that  the  quit  ^   ^^'"^' 
rent  was  not  to  commence  until  the  lots  should  be  exchanged  for  BsoLAMATioir, 

AMD 

the  debentures,  but  all  they  were  willing  to  do  was  to  name  the    Dook  Oo. 
lots  they,  were  to  receive,  and  to  pay  a  quit  rent  thereon.    That      bi^^ 
the  municipality  on  the  14th  of  March,  1887,  accepted  that  pro-        — * 
posal ;  and  that  the  ascertainment  of  the  lots  to  be  taken  over, 
and  of  their  value,  were  matters  left  to  be  subsequently  arranged, 
and  the  latter  correspondence  related  to  those  matters  only. 
Against  that  decision  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

Mr.  Courie,  Q.C^  and  Mr.  Doyne,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  original  offer  of  the  Appellants  was  limited  to  the  subscrip- 
tion for  a  certain  amount  of  debentures,  and  the  commutation  of 
those  debentures  for  land.  Their  offer  for  certain  lots  was  quite 
dear,  but  it  was  not  accepted.  Up  to  the  22nd  of  August^  1867, 
there  was  no  contract ;  and  afterwards  there  could  be  none,  for 
the  letter  of  that  date  puts  much  more  land  on  the  Appellants 
than  they  ever  offered  to  take ;  that  is  to  say,  it  introduces  a  new 
term  into  the  proposed  contract  The  Bespondents  asked  the  Ap- 
pellants what  lots  they  would  take,  and  then  assigned  to  them 
different  lots.  The  Bespondents  confess  and  avoid ;  that  is,  they  say 
that  the  Appellants  agreed  to  forego  interest  on  the  debentures. 
They  do  not  specify  the  date  of  the  supposed  agreement,  nor  for 
what  period  it  would  put  an  end  to  the  claim  for  interest.  A 
person  alleging  a  contract  must  prove  a  simple  acceptance  of  the 
proposal,  without  any  new  term.  It  was  not  a  mere  difference  of 
calculation,  for  the  amount  of  the  subscription  was  fixed  from  the 
beginning,  and  the  advance  from  £25,000  to  £30,000  was  a  mate- 
rial variance.  The  question  is  whether  the  contract  is  contained 
in  the  two  letters  of  December  20th,  1866,  and  the  14th  of  March, 
1867 ;  or  whether  the  letters  of  April  2nd,  1867,  and  August  22nd, 
1867,  are  to  be  read  along  with  the  two  just  named.  The  four 
together  embodying  the  whole  transaction.  The  letters  of  the 
18th  of  September  and  the  20th  of  December,  1866,  speak  of  in- 
terest and  quit  reut  as  future :  ^  On  the  20th  of  December,  1866, 
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J.  0.       we  proposed  to  declare  what  lots  we  would  take,  and  to  pay  quit 

1874        rent'*    It  still  remained  as  a  proposal  only,  till  the  lots  should  be 

PoBTOANHno  declared.    In  April  the  Appellants  made  the  declaration  which 

iHvianoKT  ^^^  Bespondent  did  not  agree  to.    The  interest  was  not  to  stop  till 

RixsLAXATioK,  tho  quit  rent  was  ascertained.    The  quit  rent  could  not  commence 

Dock  Co.    till  the  lots  were  ascertained;  and  they  never  were  finally  agreed 

SsnTH.      upon.    If  the  correspondence  is  tendered  as  amounting  to  a  con- 

—       tracts  we  say  that  under  the  Indian  BegislraUon  Ad,  1866,  sect. 

17,  it  is  inadmissible  as  being  unregistered,  while  it  creates  a  future 

interest  in  land. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q^C,  and  Mr.  /.  D.  BeU,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  Appellants  had  secured  the  first  choice  of  lots ;  they  desired 
to  have  certain  lots,  the  price  of  which  would  be  more  than  the 
amount  of  their  debentures.    They  made  their  proposal.    They 
were  asked  what  lots  they  preferred.    They  held  back,  not  being 
sure  which  lots  would  be  the  best.  On  the  20th  of  December,  1867, 
they  applied  for  indulgence,  acknowledging  their  engagement,  but 
giving  the  Bespondents  to  understand  that  the  debentures  were 
more  useful  to  them  for  the  present  than  the  land  would  be.    The 
contract  was  then  perfect ;  but  had  it  not  been  so,  the  answer  of 
the  14th  of  March  made  it  a  perfect  contract.    The  Appellants 
were  afterwards  apprised  by  the  letter  of  the  22nd  of  August^  1867, 
that  they  had  applied  for  more  than  they  were  entitled  to ;  that 
the  price  was  higher  than  they  had  reckoned,  and  that  they  must 
pay  the  excess.    The  later  correspondence  relates  merely  to  the 
execution  of  the  contract     They  never  replied  to  the  letter  of 
the  22nd  of  August,  1867.     There  is  no  letter  which  justifies 
their  setting  aside  the  contract.    A  correspondence  like  this,  even 
embodying,  as  it  does,  the  terms  of  a  contract,  does  not  constitute 
such  an  instrument  as  the  Act  intended  to  be  registered. 

At  the  close  of  the  argument  their  Lordships'  judgment  was 
delivered  by 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  horn  a  judgment  of  the  High  Court  of  Judi- 
cature at  Fart  WOliam  in  Bengal,    It  arises  in  an  action  brought 
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by  a  land  company,  called  the  Fort  Canninff  Land  Invedmend  JSd-       J.  0. 
damatum  and  Book  Company ^  against  the  Defendant,  the  chairman       1874 
and  repreflentative  of  the  Mnnicipal  Commissioners  of  the  Town  pobtOakmino 
of  Canninff.    The  action  is  brought  npon  some  debentures  of  the  XNTicoiaaENT 
municipality  which  were  given  to  the  land  company,  and  the  ^■<3'*^A'''<>^y 
claim  in  the  action  is  for  two  years'  interest,  the  interest  being    Dock  Co. 
payable  by  half-yearly  payments,  from  the  Ist  of  January,  1867,  ^  gi^. 
to  the  end  of  December,  1868.    The  Plaintiffs  have  undoubtedly 
a  perfect  jprim4/cu»0  case  upon  the  debentures  for  that  interest. 
The  defence  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  municipality  is,  that  there 
was  an  agreement  come  to  between  the  land  company  and  the 
municipality  by  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  debentures  should 
be  exchanged  for  land  at  the  time  when  the  debentures  matured, 
which  was  a  period  of  five  years  after  their  date,  and  that  mean- 
while, the  exchange  being  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  municipality 
to  have  been  completely  contracted  for,  a  quit-rent  should  be  paid 
for  the  land  equivalent  to  the  interest  which  was  accruing  upon 
the  debentures — ^the  intention  of  the  parties  being  that  the  interest 
should  be  extinguished  by  that  agreement  to  pay  the  quit-rent 

The  question  in  the  appeal  is,  whether  a  complete  and  perfect 
agreement  was  come  to  between  the  parties  to  that  effect.  The 
case  has  been  ably  argued  on  both  sides,  with  the  result,  which 
very  often  follows  in  a  case  properly  argued,  of  reducing  the 
pomt  to  be  decided  to  a  very  narrow  issue.  The  whole  depends 
upon  the  correspondence ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  agree- 
ment relied  on  by  the  Defendants  is  established  by  some  of  the 
letters  of  that  correspondence. 

The  company  was  formed,  as  appears  by  their  prospectus,  which 
has  been  refBrred  to,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  land  in  Port 
Canning.  The  municipality  appear  to  have  considerable  land  in 
that  town,  and  were  desirous  of  making  it  a  place  of  trade.  They 
raised  money  by  issuing  debentures;  but  they  gave  the  holders  of 
those  debentures  the  election  to  exchange  them  for  land*  That 
right  of  election  is  found  in  a  notice  which  was  issued  by  the 
municipal  commissioners  whmi  they  invited  tenders  for  the  loans 
upon  these  debentures.  The  5th  article  of  that  notification  is 
this: — ^Debenture  holders  are  to. be  entitled  to  convert  their 
debentures ,  to  the  extent  of  one-half  of  the  entire  loan  raised, 
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J.  C.       into  leasehold  titles  to  lands  in  the  town  within  a  period  of  two 

1874       years  from  the  issue  of  the  debentures^  at  the  rate  of  B8.600  of 

PobtCamkiho  loAii  for  one  beegah  of  ground.    Such  privilege  of  conversion  to 

iNVMONT   ^  givea  to  debenture  holders  in  order  of  the  dates  on  which 

Beolamatiom,  applications  for  such  conversion  are  received  by  the  commis- 

AND  t 

DooK  Ca  sioners.  The  leasehold  title  so  conferred  to  be  for  sixty  years  on 
Smith.  ^  rental  of  BsJSO  per  beegah  per  annum."  Then  a  farther  option 
is  given:  ^'Such  leaseholders  to  be  farther  allowed  to  convert 
their  leasehold  into  freehold  tenures  by  a  cash  payment  at  the 
rate  of  Bs.600  per  beegah,  provided  such  privilege  be  daimed 
within  four  years  from  the  1st  of  January  next." 

The  Plaintiffs,  the  land  company,  agreed  to  subscribe  2^  lacs 
of  rupees  and  200  rupees.  That  subscription  was  evidently  made 
by  them  with  the  intention  of  exchanging  the  debentures  they 
would  obtain  for  land ;  for  by  a  letter  of  the  18th  of  March,  1865, 
written  before  the  debentures  were  issued,  the  company  dedared 
their  desire  to  take  land  in  lieu  of  them  to  the  full  amount  of 
the  loan. 
'  Very  soon  after  the  debentures  were  issued,  a  correspondence 

commenced  between  the  company  and  the  municipal  commis- 
sioners, with  the  object  of  effecting  the  conversion.  The  letters 
on  both  sides  are  unbusinesslike.  Letters  are  written  and  left 
without  an  answer,  and  then  a  fresh  departure  is  made  without 
reference  to  preceding  letters.  That  correspondence,  in  the  way 
in  which  it  has  taken  place,  no  doubt  imposes  some  difiScuIty 
upon  those  who  have  to  construe  it ;  but,  as  I  have  already  said, 
after  the  matter  has  been  threshed  out  it  really  appears  that  the 
point  is  a  very  simple  one.  The  first  letter  relating  to  the  con- 
version, after  the  issue  of  the  debentures,  is  on  the  5th  of  January, 
1866.  It  is  a  communication  from  the  commissioners  to  the  com- 
pany, and  is  a  spur  to  the  company  to  exercise  their  option, 
if  they  mean  to  do  it,  of  taking  land.  It  is  this :  ^  Dear  Sirs, — 
Mr.  KUbum  having  applied  to  have  certain  lots  out  of  the  follow- 
ing numbers  assigned  to  him  on  freehold  title  in  exchange  for 
debentures,  viz.,  Nos." — naming  several  numbers, — ^  I  shall  feel 
obliged  by  your  intimating  what  lots  amongst  these  numbers  your 
directors  desire  to  select  and  retain  for  the  company,  so  as  to 
enable  me  to  inform  Mr.  KUbum  what  lots  will  be  available  to 
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him  for  redemption."    It  seems  no  answer  was  given,  but  there       J.  c. 
was  some  intermediate  correspondence  respecting  an  alteration  in        1874 
the  debentures,  which  it  is  immaterial  to  consider.    The  next  letter  pobtCaxnivg 
is]  again  from  the  commissioners  to  the  company,  of  the  date  of  ij^^^^Jj^^ 
the  18th  of  September,  1866,    "  Gentlemen,  I  am  directed  by  the  Beclamation, 

AND 

chairman  to  request  that  you  will  give  your  immediate  attention     Dook  Co. 
to  the  following: — On  the  13th  of  March,  1865,  the Por^  Canning      sjoth. 

Compantf  through  you  applied  distinctly  to  have  lots  assigned  to        

them  in  lieu  of  the  debentures  which  are  to  be  given  for  the 
amount  subscribed  by  them  to  the  loans.  You  applied  specifically 
for  lota," — naming  them — *'  and  asked  for  other  land  in  lots  adja- 
cent to  the  proposed  new  dock,  and  such  other  lots  near  to  the 
railway,  or  in  other  desirable  situations,  to  such  an  extent  as  may 
be  the  equivalent  of  said  amount  of  loan.''  ^  This  is  a  distinct 
and  formal  intimation  that  the  Port  Canning  Company  avail 
themselves  of  the  privilege  allowed  to  debenture  holders  by 
Article  Y.  of  the  published  conditions  of  the  loan."  The  com- 
missioners thus  directly  intimate  to  the  company  the  construction 
they  put  upon  their  letter,  viz.  that  they  had  elected  to  take  land 
to  the  full  value  of  their  debentures.  The  letter  goes  on : — "  No 
formal  letter  was  sent  to  the  Canning  Company  on  receipt  of  their 
application  placing  the  specified  lots  at  their  disposal ;  but  on  the 
5th  of  January,  1866,  the  secretary  to  the  municipal  commis- 
sioners wrote  to  the  secretaries  of  the  Cawning  Company^  requesting 
that  they  would  intimate  what  lots  they  required  among  certain 
numbers  specified  in  the  letter,  as  Mr.  Kilbum^  another  debenture 
holder,  had  applied  for  lots,  and  the  commissioners  could  not  tell 
Mr.  KUbum  which  of  the  lots  were  available  until  the  Canning 
Company  had  made  their  selectbn.  No  reply  was  received  from 
the  Canning  Company  to  this  request,  but  in  April,  1866,  the  i 

secretary  to  the  commissioners  addressed  Mr.  W.  C.  Stewart^ 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  Canning  Company^  on  the  subject  To 
this  letter  also  no  reply  was  returned."  Then  they  refer  to  another 
letter  having  been  written — ^**  The  lots  applied  for  by  Port  Canning 
Company  in  commutation  of  their  debentures  have  always  been 
considered  as  transferred  and  held  at  the  disposal  of  the  Port 
Canning  Company ;  and  it  now  only  remains  for  the  leases  to  be 
completed  and  debentures  to  be  sent  into  this  office  to  the  value  of 
VOL.V.  3  K 
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J.  c.       B8.204y926y  being  the  amount  of  the  loan  which  these  lots  repre- 

1874       sent  unde^  the  5th  Article  of  the  published  conditions  of  the  loan." 

PobtCaknihq  Then  the  letter  goes  on  to  urge  the  completion  of  the  exchange — 

iNviomfEHT  "  I  *^"^  further  directed  to  request  that  your  company  will,  without 

BECLAiuTioKr  further  delay,  select  such  other  available  lots  as  may  be  required 

Dock  Co.    to  make  up  the  redemption  of  the  entire  sum  subscribed  by  them 

Smith.      to  the  loan,  and  to  give  notice  that  the  commissioners  repudiate 

any  liability  to  pay  interest  on  the  amount  subscribed  by  the 

(kmning  Company,  or  to  repay  the  loan,  except  in  the  shape  of 

grants  of  land,  as  applied  for  by  the  company  in  their  letter  of  the 

Idth  March,  1865."    There  is  thus  a  most  distinct  intimation  on 

the  part  of  the^  municipal  commissioners  that  they  hold  and  tieat 

the  Port  Canning  Company  as  having  applied  for  an  exchange  of 

the  whole  of  their  debentures  for  land;  that  the  company  have 

only  selected  lots  which  amount  to  a  part  of  the  whole  amount  of 

their  debentures;  that  they  require  the  company  to  select  the 

other  lots  and  send  in  their  debentures ;  and  expressly  give  notice 

that  £com  that  time  they  do  not  consider  themselves  liable  to  pay 

interest. 

Then  come  the  two  important  letters,  which  cannot  be  fully  un- 
derstood without  referring  to  this  previous  correspondence.  The 
letter  of  the  20th  of  December,  1866,  is  from  Mr.  Schiller,  who 
represents  the  Land  Company,  to  the  commissioners : — *'  Sir,  with 
reference  to  the  debentures  held  by  the  Canning  Company,  which 
I  agreed  to  exchange  for  land," — ^thus  in  answer  to  the  letter,  the 
effect  of  which  I  have  given,  which  refers  to  an  agreement,  this 
letter  also  refers  to  the  exchange  as  a  thing  agreed  on, — ^^with  re- 
ference to  the  debentures  held  by  the  Canning  Company,  which  I 
agreed  to  exchange  for  land,  I  now  beg  to  propose  that  such 
exchange  be  deferred  till  their  due  date."  That  proposal,  as  Mr. 
Bmyamin  says,  is  an  application  for  an  indulgence.  The  commis- 
sioners were  pressing  for  an  immediate  exchange  and  that  interest 
should  stop,  and  this  is  a  counter-proposition : — ''  I  know  I  have 
agreed  to  that,  but,  if  you  will  consent,  I  wish  to  have  the  exchange 
postponed  until  the  debentures  become  due«"  And  then  comes 
this  proposal  of  what  the  company  will  do,  so  that  the  commis- 
sioners shall  be  under  no  loss,  and  shall  not  be  liable  to  the  interest 
in  the  meantime : — '*  This  will  involve  the  payment  of  interest  by 
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the  municipality  to  the  'Pwl  Oanmng  Company ;"— K)f  couise  this       J.  o. 
woQld  be  80 ;  for  the  debentures  being  still  extant]  interest  would        ih74 
be  payable  upon  them ; — "  but  the  latter  is  prepared  to  declare  poktO^niks 
now  the  lots  they  will  receive  in  exchange  for  debentures,  and  to  ,   Land, 
pay  a  quit  rent  thereon  equivalent  to  the  interest  payable  on  their  BaoLAitATioir, 
debentures.     The  municipality  will  thus  lose  nothing,  and  the    DocKCa 
arrangemecit  will  be  a  convenience  to  the  Canning  [Company.''      sj^-h. 

They  really  say  this :  If  you  will,  for  our  convenience,  postpone        

the  exchange  of  the  debentures  for  land  till  the  debentures  become 
due^  you  shall  be  no  loser ;  we  shall  not  receive  the  interest,  for 
we  agree  to  pay  you  a  rent  which  will  be  equivalent  to  it,  and 
therefore  one  will  extinguish  the  other.  That  is  a  distinct  proposi* 
tion.  The  fair  meaning  and  substance  of  the  whole  letter  is,  we 
have  agreed  to  take  lots  to  the  full  amount  of  the  debentures ; 
and  if  yon  will  consent  to  the  exchange  being  postponed  until  the 
debttitures  become  due,  we  will  not  call  upon  you  for  the  payment 
of  interest  in  the  meantime,  and  we  are  now  willing  to  make  the 
selection.  But  the  selection  lay  with  the  company ;  it  might  be 
for  their  interest  to  make  it  then,  or  it  might  be  more  for  their  in- 
terest to  make  it  at  a  future  time.  The  answer  comes  on  the  14th 
of  March,  1867,  from  the  commissioners : — "  Dear  Sirs,  with  re- 
ference to  the  letter  from  Mr.  SehiUer,  dated  the  20th  of  December, 
1866,  copy  of  which  is  on  the  other  side,  I  am  instructed  by  the 
chairman  of  the  municipal  commissioners  of  Canning  to  state  that 
they  agree  to  the  proposal  contained  in  that  letter."  That  propo- 
sal I  have  already  interpreted,  and  there  is  a  distinct  acceptance 
of  iL  Then  they  add,  *^  and  to  request  that  you  will  at  once  de- 
clare the  lots  which  your  company  will  receive  in  commutation  of 
the  debentures  taken  by  your  company,  so  that  the  commissioners 
may  know  exactly  the  lots  which  they  are  *'  bound  to  hold  for  the 
company."  The  agreement  was  perfect, — that  there  should  be  an 
exchange ;  that  the  time  of  exchange  should  be  postponed  till  the 
debentures  became  due,  no  interest  being  payable  in  the  meantime, 
and  the  company  being  at  liberty  to  select  the  lots  they  desired  to 
take.  Their  Lordships  think  that  the  latter  part  of  the  letter  as 
to  the  selection  of  the  lots  is  not  a  part  of  the  contract  requiring 
further  affirmance  to  bring  the  parties  to  a  complete  agreement, 
but  relates  to  the  execution  of  that  which  they  had  agreed  upon. 

8  E2 
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J.  0.       The  two  following  letters,  which  it  was  Mr.  Corners  object  to  make 

1874       a  part  of  the  agreement  (his  contention  being  that  it  was  not  per- 

PobtGakhiho  f^BCted  by  the  previous  ones),  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be  only 

Lahd,      j^^  attempt  to  carry  it  into  execution.     There  is  a  selection  of  lots 

Beclamation,  on  the  part  of  the  Fort  Canning  Company ^  and  an  intimation  from 

Dock  Co.     the  municipal  commissioners  that  the  company  had  made  a  selec- 

SsHTH.      ^^^^  which  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  contract.    The  letters 

are  the  letter  of  the  2nd  of  April,  and  the  answer  of  the  22nd  of 

August    They  really  amount  to  this : — ^The  letter  of  the  Land 
Company  J  professing  to  carry  out  the  agreement,  says : — "  We  have 
selected  these  lots,  which  are  the  lots  we  are  willing  to  take  in 
pursuance  of  the  agreement  of  exchange  for  the  debentures,  and 
which  we  think  are  about  the  amount  of  the  debentures.''    The 
commissioners'  answer  is,  **  Well,  we  have  no  objection  to  your 
having  those  lots,  but  we  are  bound  to  tell  you  that  you  cannot 
have  them  for  the  debentures  you  now  hold,  because  their  value  is 
half  a  lac  more  than  the  amount  of  those  debentures,  but  we  have 
no  objection,  if  you  will  return  debentures  and  pay  quit  rent  upon 
the  value  of  the  additional  lots,  that  they  shall  go  to  you."    That 
proposal  has  never  been  accepted;  but  the  non-acceptance  of  that 
proposal,  and  its  being  left  in  an  imperfect  state,  both  parties  being 
at  liberty  to  refuse,  the  one  to  take,  and  the  other  to  give  in  ex- 
change the  further  quantity  of  land,  cannot  a£fect  the  previous 
agreement  to  exchange  the  debentures  then  held  by  the  company 
for  lots  equivalent  in  value  to  their  full  amount.    That  agreement 
was  already  made,  and  in  their  Lordships'  view  all  that  remained 
to  be  settled  was  the  execution  of  it  by  the  selection  of  the  lots  in 
accordance  with  the  contract.    The  case  is  in  this  view  extremely 
simple.    It  is  an  agreement  to  exchange,  where  on  the  one  side 
the  thing  to  be  exchanged  is  already  defined  and  specified,  and 
where  that  which  is  to  be  taken  in  exchange  is  to  some  extent 
indefinite  and  requires  a  further  act  to  ascertain  it.    Suppose  A» 
and  B.  had  agreed  to  make  an  exchange  of  this  sort ;  A.  agrees 
to  give  B.  six  cows,  specific  cows,  in  exchange  for  six  horses 
which  he  is  at  liberty  to  select  out  of  the  stock  then  upon  B.^s 
farm,  the  selection  to  be  made  at  a  future  time ;  that  is  a  perfect 
agreement  for  the  exchange,  and  all  that  remains  is  that  A,  should 
select  the  horses  on  B's  farm.    There  might  be  a  dispute  whether 
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the  horses  that  were  upon  the  farm  at  the  time  of  the  agreement       J.  0. 
had  not  been  removed,  and  others  substituted;  they  might  differ        1874 
as  to  the  horses  which  were  intended  to  be  taken  in  exchange;  pout Canning 
but  that  would  not  affect  the  agreemeut,  but  would  be  a  question  juyLt^ucnt 
of  the  mode  of  performance  of  it.  Reclamation, 

AND 

A  question  was  I'aised,  whether  the  letters  did  not  form  an    Bock  Co. 
agreement  which  should  have  been  registered  under  the  Indian      smxH. 
Begistraiion  Act;  but  their  Lordships  think  that  the  High  Court        "'^ 
was  perfectly  right  in  holding  that  the  letters  did  not  require 
r^istration.    They  do  not  amount  to  a  lease  or  an  agreement  for 
a  lease,  but  are  evidence  of  a  contract  of  a  special  character,  not 
coming  within  any  of  the  definitions  found  in  the  Begistration 
Ad. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  their  Lordships  think  that  the  judgment 
of  the  High  CJourt,  which  reversed  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Fhear^  is  correct ;  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
affirm  the  decree  of  the  High  Court,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal, 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  J,  8.  &  A.  P.  Jvdge, 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Clarke^  Son,  dk  Bawlins. 
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J.c.»      GAXJDET Appellant; 

1872  AND 

ji  Tt  ,A  BROWN Respondent. 

i^       BROWN Appellant; 

ifay^,  30.  (j^uD jjrji Respondent. 

GEIPilL  AND  Othebs Appellants; 

AKD 

CORNFORTH  and  Anotheb Respondents 


CARGO  EX  "ARGOS." 
THE  "HEWSONS.- 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY  OF 

ENGLAND  (1). 

AdmirdUy  Jurudiction  of  County  Court  a — The  County  Courts  Admiralty  JurU- 
diction  Amendment  Act,  1869  (32  A  33  Vid.  c.  51),  a.  2^ Ship  and  Shipping 
— Charterparty — BiU  of  Lading — Freight,  when  tamed — Duty  of  Master  or 
Shipaumer^  tokere  be  it  unable  to  land  a  Cargo, 

1.  By  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  51,  6. 2,  it  is  enacted  that  **  Any  County  Coart 
appointed,  or  to  be  appointed,  to  have  Admiralty  jnriBdiction,  shall  have 
jurisdiction,  and  all  powers  and  authorities  relating  thereto,  to  try  and  deter- 
mine the  following  causes : — 1.  As  to  any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement 
made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any  ship,  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage 
of  any  goods  in  any  ship  •  .  •  provided  the  amount  claimed  does  not  exceed 
£300*':— 

Eeldf  that  this  section  gives  the  County  Court  jurisdiction  in  cases  of 
claims  arising  out  of  charterparties  or  other  agreements  for  the  use  or  hire  of 
ships,  although  the  Court  of  Admiralty  may  have  no  original  jurisdiction  in 
such  cases. 

2.  Plaintiff's  ship  with  a  general  caigo  sailed  from  London  for  Havre  with 
some  petroleum  on  board.  Under  the  bill  of  lading  the  Plaintiff  was  to 
deliver  the  petroleum  at  Havre,  and  it  was  to  be  taken  out  by  the  Defendant 
within  twenty-four  hours  after  arriving  at  Havre,  or  ten  guineas  a  day  was 
to  be  paid  for  demurrage.    On  the  ship's  arriving  at  Havre,  the  authorities 


*  Freient: — Sib  James  W.  Colvile,  Sib  BABincs  Peacock,  Sib  Montagttb 
E.  SxiTH,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  report. 
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of  the  port  made  the  captain  take  her  away  in  consequence  of  the  petrolemn        J.  0. 
being  on  board.    Thereupon  be  went  to  neighbouring  ports,  but  was  not       1072^ 
allowed  to  stay  there.    Returning  to  Ilavre^  he  discharged  his  general  cargo,         w^v^ 
and  no  bill  of  lading  having  been  presented  to  him,  and  no  application     Caboo  ex 

having  been  made  to  him  for  the  delivery  of  the  petroleum,  he  brought  it        ' 

back  to  London,    On  the  shipowner  claiming  freight,  back-freight^  demur-      Gaunet 
rage,  and  expenses,  it  was  *• 

Beld^  that  he  was  entitled  to  freight,  back-freight,  and  expenses.    Freight 
is  earned  by  the  carriage  and  arrival  of  the  goods  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the       1872-3 
merchant.    And  although  the  petroleum  could  not  be  landed  at  Edvref  it        rp^^ 
was  in  the  port  a  reasonable  time,  during  which  the  owner  might  have  '*  Hsweoars." 
received  it ;  and  the  freight  was  accordingly  earned.  /iZZl 

In  a  case  where  no  application  for  delivery  is  made,  the  captain  may  land         ^"^  ' 
and  warehouse  the  cargo  at  the  expense  of  the  merchant ;  and  where  that  is   CosinoBTii. 

forbidden  by  the  authorities  of  the  port,  he  is  not  justified  in  destroying  the        

cargo ;  but  in  the  absence  of  advices  he  may  take  it  to  such  a  place  as  in 
his  judgment  is  most  convenient  for  the  merchant,  and  may  charge  to  the 
merchant  all  expenses  properly  incurred ;  consequently,  here  the  shipowner 
was  entitled  to  back-freight  and  expenses.  The  demurrage  and  the  ex- 
penses incurred  in  the  ineffectual  attempt  to  land  at  the  neighbouring  ports 
were  not  allowed,  but  were  looked  on  as  part  of  the  expenses  of  the  voyage. 

Simpson  v.  Blue$  (1)  disapproved  of. 

X  HE  case  of  Carffo  ex  Argos  involved  two  questions ;  firsts  as  to 
the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  of  County  Courts ;  and,  secondly,  as  to 
claims  by  a  shipowner  for  freight,  &c.,  where  he  had  been  unable 
to  deliver  the  goods. 

The  Plaintiff,  Julet  Oaudei^  who  traded  under  the  name  of 
Qa/wdet  PrereBy  was,  in  the  month  of  November,  1870,  the  owner  of 
the  British  steamer  Argos,  and  of  other  steamers  which  were 
frequent  traders  between  London  and  Havre,  and  other  ports  in 
the  north  of  France. 

The  Defendant,  WaUer  Homer' Broum^  was  a  merchant  in 
London^  dealing  in  petroleum,  oils,  chemicals,  and  other  articles, 
trading  under  the  name  of  Walter  H.  Brown  dt  Co. ;  and  on  the 
25th  of  November  he  received  an  order  from  Messrs.  Tuffieri  & 
Prudhon,  of  Bouen,  for  200  barrels  of  petroleum,  to  be  delivered  free 
on  board,  in  London,  and  to  be  sent  to  Havre  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  consequence  of  this  the  Defendant,  on  the  same  day,  sent  his 
clerk  to  the  Plaintiff's  London  brokers  (Messrs.  BoweU  &  Bacind), 
to  inqtiire  the  freight  of  petroleum  from  London  to  Havre,  and  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  a  P.  290. 
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J.  c.  probable  date  of  sailing  of  the  next  steamer,  and  was  informed  that 

1872-8  the  freight  would  be  15s.  to  208.  per  ton,  and  that  the  steamer 

Caboo  EX  would  sail  about  the  end  of  the  week.    The  Defendant  thereupon 

*'Abqob.*  arranged  to  send  147  barrels  of  petroleum  by  the  steamer,  and 

Gaudet  the  same  was  shipped  on  board  the  Argos  on  the  5th  of  December, 

Bbown.  1870,  and  the  captain  gave  the  Defendant  the  following  bill  of 

1872-3  lading  :— 


The  *'  Shipped  in  good  order,  and  well  conditioned,  by  W.  Horner^  in 

'  and  upon  the  good  steamship  called  the  Argos,  whereof  is  master 

Ge^el  f^j.  ^jjg  present  Toyage,  Biehardeon^  and  now  riding  at  anchor  in 

CoBWFOBTH.  the  river,  and  bound  for  Havre,  147  barrels  of  petroleum. 

Cwts.     qrs.    lbs. 

"The  goods  to  be  taken  out  within  twenty- 
four  hours  after  arrival,  or  pay  £10  lOa. 
a  day  demurrage       ....  421      0      9 
Being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  margin,  and  are  to  be 
delivered  in  the  like  good  order,  and  well-conditioned,  at  the 
aforesaid  port  of  Havre,  the  act  of  God,  the  Queen  s  enemies,  fire, 
and  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers, 
machinery,  boilers,  steam  and  steam  navigation,  of   whatever 
nature  or  kind  soever,  excepted,  unto  order  or  to  their  assigns,  on 
paying  freight  for  the  said  goods  at  the  rate  of  208.  and  15  per 
cent,  primage  per  ton  gross,  with  primage  and  average  accustomed. 
In  witness  whereof  the  master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship  hath 
affirmed  to  two  bills  of  lading  all  of  this  tenor  and  date,  the  one 
of  which  bills  being  accomplished  the  others  to  stand  void. 
«  Dated  in  London,  30th  November,  1870. 
<<  Weight  and  contents  unknown.    Not  accountable  for  leakage. 

**  W.  J.  Richardson:' 
And  in  the  margin  was : — 

"  Washington, 

1/147. 

£     s.   d. 

"Freight    ..        .         .         .     21     1    3 
"Primage  .         .         .         .332 

£24    4    5 
"Exchange  f.  25-40. 


Bbowk. 
1872-3 
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**  AH  goods  are  sabject  to  a  landiDg  charge  of  5  per  cent.       J.  c. 
on  the  amount  of  freight  and  primage  payable  au  change  de      1872-3 

f.  25*40.  Cabgo  ex 

**  Argos. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  by  direction  of  the  Defendant  made  out       

m  the  name  of  W.  SomeVy  his  first  two  names.  «. 

On  the  6th  of  December,  1870,  the  Defendant  applied  to  the 
PlaintiflTs  brokers  for  the  name  of  the  ship's  broker  at  Havre^  and 
was  informed  It  was  M.  OeneslaJ,  Hue  cCOrleana,  Havre.  Defendant  ,.  „'^^^    , 
thereupon  wrote  him  the  following  letter,  which  was  duly  received 
by  Oenestal,  but  of  which  the  Plaintiff  had  no  notice : — 

**  Monsieur  jff.  G«n^<a7,  )     „,,„.„..     „ 

"73,Bued'Orleans,  "' "^^tT  n^'t    i«^n 

.,  ^  I  "  6th  December,  1870. 

•*  Havre.    ] 

*^  We  beg  to  inform  you  that  we  have  shipped  upon  the  steaui- 

ship  ArgoSy 


Gbipel 

V. 
CORNFOBTir. 


WasSiington^ 
1/147 


147  barrels  of  spirit  of  petroleum, 
21,892  kilogrammes, 
to  order.    These  spirits  are  to  be  sent  to  Messrs.  Tuffitre  & 
Prudhon^  at  Bauen,  and  you  must  not  deliver  them  to  any  person, 
unless  they  present  the  regular  bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  us. 

''The  freight  and  other  expenses  are  to  be  charged  on  the 
goods. 

''  Accept,  Monsieur,  our  salutations. 

*'  W.  H.  Brown  dt  Co:' 

The  Argoa  sailed  with  the  petroleum  and  other  goods,  being  a 
general  cargo,  at  midnight  on  the  6th  of  December,  1870,  and 
aniTcd  at  Havre  on  the  7th  of  December,  1870,  at  10.30  p.m., 
with  the  red  flag  flying  on  account  of  the  petroleum  being  on 
board. 

At  this  time  there  were  large  quantities  of  munitions  of  war  in 
Havre,  and  it  was  not  permissible  to  bring  petroleum  there. 
Accordingly,  early  on  the  8th  of  December,  the  authorities  of  the 
port  compelled  the  captain  to  take  the  ship  out  of  the  harbour ; 
and  at  10.80  a.m.  he  started  for  Honfleur,  where  he  arrived  at 
11.30  A.M.  There  he  was  ordered  by  the  harbour  master  to  go 
away  immediately :  thereupon  he  left  at  12  noon  for  the  nearest 
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J.  C.  port,  TrouvUle^  where  he  arrived  at  1.30  p.m.    Here  he  was  per- 

1872-3  mitted,  under  the  authority  of  the  engineer  of  the  port^  to  take 

Camo  sx  ^^^  ^^P  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  purpose  of  unloading.    However,  on  the 

**Abqo8."  loth  the  authorities  of  TrcnmUe  compelled  him  to  leave  the  port, 

Gaiidxt  notwithstanding  the  authority  of  the  engineer.   Before  leaving,  the 

Browv.  captcdn  went  to  Bonfleur,  and  lodged  with  the  British  consul  there 

1872-8  a  protest^  in  which  he  declared  that  all  damages  for  delay,  and  all 

xi^  losses  and  charges  incurred  by  the  opposition  to  his  landing  the 

^^Hmwbpwb."  cargo,  ought  to  be  borne  by  the  freighters,  and  that  he  reserved  for 

GjuFEL  himself  and  his  owners  all  rights  against  them. 

mm  _ 

CoBNTOBTB.       On  the  9th  of  December,  M.  Oenedal  wrote  to  the  Defendant  as 

follows : — 

"  Havre,  the  9th  December,  1870. 

"  Messrs.  Walier  jff.  Brown  dt  Co., 

**  11,  BiUiier  Square^  London, 

"  Tour  letter  of  the  6th  I  have  received  to-day  only. 

^'For  some  time  the  entry  into  the  port  of  Envre  has  been 
refused  to  ships  carrying  petroleum.  I  have  attempted  in  vain  to 
discharge  the  147  barrels  at  Eonfievr,  and  been  compelled  to  send 
the  ArffOB  to  TrouvUle,  where  I  hope  to  be  able  to  disembark  it. 
Rouen  has  been  occupied  by  the  Grermans,  and  I  have  not  yet 
heard  from  Messieurs  TufflerS  &  Prudhon. '  If  a  judicial  sequestra* 
tion  could  be  obtained  at  TVotmSe,  he  would  take  care  of  the 
goods,  and  he  would  only  deliver  against  presentation  of  a  regular 
indorsed  bill  of  lading,  and  after  payment  of  the  freight,  and  all 
other  expenses. 

''  I  cannot  truly  comprehend  how  the  buyers  at  Bouen  should 
have  directed  this  petroleum  to  go  to  Havre,  since  it  has  been 
forbidden  in  the  newspapers  to  discharge  such  goods  here,  and  that 
for  moi^e  than  two  months. 

**  Accept,  gentlemen,  my  sincere  salutations. 

•*fl:  Oenestair 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  throughout  personally  quite 
unaware  that  there  was  any  di£Sculty  in  landing  petroleum  at 
Havre. 

The  Arffoe  having  other  cargo  in  her,  Mr.  Duprey,  on  the  part 
of  Oeneslal,  hired  a  lighter,  in  order  that  the  petroleum  might  be 
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trazishipped  into  her  in  Havre  outer  harbour  or  the  roads,  while       J.  C. 
the  Arffoa  went  into  dock  to  unload  her  other  cargo.  1872-3 

On  the  12th  of  December,  the  Arffos  arrived  in  Eavre  Boads^  Cabgo  xx 
when  the  captain  found  that  permission  had  already  been  obtained  **Abgo6.  * 
to  enter  the  outer  harbour,  and  having  entered  the  outer  harbour,  Gattbkt 
he  transhipped  the  petroleum  into  the  lighter.  Bbown. 

Immediately  on  the  arrival  of  the  ArgoB  in  Savre  outer  harbour      1872-3 
the  transhipment  of  the  petroleum  into  the  lighter  was  commenced,       "^ 
and  was  finished  at  4.30  p.m.  on  the  same  day,  and  at  midnight  the  "Hbwbonb/* 
Argw  entered  the  dock,  and  was  moored  alongside  the  quay,  whilst      Gxifel 
the  remainder  of  her  cargo  was  discharged,  and  a  fresh  cargo  Corntobtb. 
shipped  for  London;  and  on  the  16th,  a  fresh  cargo  having  been 
loaded,  the  Argos  came  out  of  dock,  and  having  (under  the  orders 
of  the  port  authorities  at  Mavre)  re-shipped  the  petroleum,  sailed 
again  for  XotkZon,  where  she  arrived  at  9  a.m.  on  the  18th  of  De- 
cember. 

During  the  whole  of  this  time,  no  bill  of  lading  was  presented 
to  the  captain  or  officers  of  the  Argos^  nor  was  any  request  made 
for  the  delivery  of  the  goods.  In  the  ordinary  course  of  business 
petroleum  would  be  delivered  on  the  quay  at  Eavre^  on  present* 
atiom  of  the  bill  of  lading.  In  this  case  it  would  *  not  have  b^n 
possible  for  the  captain  to  have  landed  it  on  the  quay,  even  if  the 
bill  <rf  lading  had  been  presented.  HL  Qmesbd  was  well  aware  of 
the  various  movements  of  the  ship,  and  of  the  petroleum  having 
been  pat  on  board  the  lighter. 

On  the  16th  of  December  Messrs.  RmiotU  it  Baeine  wrote  to 
Messrs.  W.  H.  Brawn  4k  Co.,  infoniiing  them  of  what  had  hap« 
pened^  and  further  saying  that  the  expense  incurred  would  be 
about  £120  or  £130.  And  on  the  19th  of  December  they  gave 
notaoe  of  the  arrival  of  the  Argos  in  Londan,  with  the  petroleum 
on  boaxd.  In  reply,  Messrs.  W.  H.  Brown  dk  Co.  wrote  that 
Messrs.  BoweU  db  Baeine  were  indebted  to  them  in  the  sum  of 
£240  10«.  2d.f  the  cost  of  the  petroleum,  inasmuch  as  they  had 
failed  to  fulfil  their  engagement  to  deliver  it  at  Havre. 

Theroapon  the  Plaintiff  Oaudet  instituted  a  euit  in  rem,  under 
the  Admiralty  jurisdiction  of  the  Oity  of  London  Court,  against    . 
the  barrels  of  petroleum,  to  recover  what  he  claimed  to  be 
due. 
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J.  C. 
1872-3 

Cabooex 

-ABOOfl." 

Gaudxt 

V. 

BSOWN. 

1872-3 


The 

"HlWBOHS." 

Geipbl 

V. 
COBRrOBTH. 


£ 

8.   d. 

24 

4    5 

24 

4    5 

12    9    4 


The  claim  amounted  to  £135  58.  Sd.,  in  respect  of  the  foI< 
lowing : — 


Outward  freight  to  Havre 

Freight  back  to  London  .... 

Expenses  paid  at  Havre,  Honfleur,  and 
Trouvitte,  and  captain  and  seamen's 
travelling  expenses      .         .         .         • 

Hire  of  sloop  to  put  petroleum  on  board  in 
Havre  outer  harbour,  to  enable  the  Re- 
spondent's captain  to  land  his  other 
goods  on  the  quay  at  Havre 

Broker's  expenses 

Demurrage,  five  days 

Five  tons  of  extra  coals  consumed 

Making  altogether     • 


On  the  15th  of  January,  1872,  the  Judge  of  the  City  of  London 
Court  (Mr.  Commissioner  Kerr)  gave  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff 
for  the  amount  claimed. 

On  the  case  coming  before  the  Court  of  Admiralty  on  appeal,  it 
was  contended  that  the  32  &  33  Vict  c.  51,  s.  2  (1),  did  not  give 
to  the  County  Courts  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty had  no  jurisdiction,  but  only  gave  a  portion  of  the  existing 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  and  consequently,  that 
the  City  of  London  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  in  which 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  no  original  jurisdiction. 

On  the  16th  of  July,  1872,  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty (Sir  B.  J.  PkiUimore)  delivered  his  judgment,  in  which  he 
stated  he  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture to  give  to  the  County  Courts  a  jurisdiction  which  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  did  not  ongiaally  possess,  and  to  give  an  appeal 


.  12  7 
5    0 

.  52  10 
4  10 

6 
0 
0 
0 

,  £135    5 

8 

(1)  32  ft  38  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  2 :  "Any 
County  Court  appointed,  or  to  be  ap- 
pointed, to  have  Admiralty  jurisdiction, 
shall  have  jorisdiotion,  and  all  powers 
and  authorities  relating  thereto,  to  try 
and  determine  the  foUowing  causes : — 

*'  1.  As  to  any  claim  arising  out  of 


any  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the 
use  or  hire  of  any  ship,  or  in  relation 
to  the  carriage  of  goods  in  any  ship, 
and  also  as  to  any  claim  in  tort  in 
respect  of  goods  carried  in  any  ship, 
provided  the  amount  claimed  does  not 
exceed  three  hundred  pounds.** 
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to  that  Court.    However,  he  did  not  feel  at  liberty  to  act  oa  this  J.  C. 
opinioDy  inasmuch  as  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  had  come  to  an  1872-3 
opposite  conclusion  in  Simpson  v.  Blues  (1).     Accordingly  he  Catoo 
dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs ;  but  having  regard  to  the  prin- 
ciples laid  down  by  himself  in  The  Samuel  Laing  (2),  he  granted  Oaudet 
an  appeal  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  (3).  Bbo'wk. 


"ABGoa" 


1872-3 


Thb 
"  Hkwsons." 

THE  "HEWSONS."  Gm^l 

GEIPEL  V.  CORNFORTH.  Cobntorth. 

IHE  case  of  the  Hewsons^  which  involved  the  same  question  of 
jurisdiction,  was  heard  at  the  same  time  as  this  case. 

There  the  Appellants,  Oeipel  and  others,  had  chartered  the 
British  vessel  Hewsons  of  the  Bespondent^  Cornforih^  her  owner, 
by  the  following  charterparty : — 

'^HarOepod,  March  14, 1870. 
^  It  is  this  day  mutually  agreed  between  Mr.  Camforth,  owner 
of  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Hewsons,  measuring  tons, 
or  about  eighteen  keels,  now  on  her  passage  to  London,  and  Messrs. 
Oeipd  &  Co,,  as  agents  to  the  freighters  of  the  said  ship  for  suc- 
cessive voyages  at  and  from  HarUepodl  to  the  Elbe  ;  that  the  said 
ship  shall,  with  all  convenient  speed,  sail  and  proceed  to  a  spout 
as  directed  by  the  said  Oeipd  it  Co.,  or  their  agent,  and  there 
take  on  board  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  coals,  to  be  loaded  in 
six  average  working  days,  to  commence  twenty-four  hours  after 
arrival,  not  exceeding  what  she  can  reasonably  stow  and  carry,  &c.; 
and  being  so  loaded,  the  captain  shall  immediately  call  at  the 
office  of  Chipel  dk  Co.,  or  their  agents,  and  clear  with  them  at 
the  Custom  House,  also  sign  bills  of  lading  without  qualification 
as  they  present  them,  but  without  prejudice  to  this  charter ;  and 
then,  as  soon  as  wind  and  weather  permits,  proceed  to  as  above, 
and  there  deliver  the  same  to  the  said  freighters  or  assigns,  they 
paying  freight  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  £6  15s.  sterling  for  keel 
of  21i  tons  taken  on  board,  one  pound  gratuity  being  in  full  of 

(1)  Law  Bep.  7  G.  P.  290.  (3)  Cargo  ex  Argot,  Law  Rep.  3  A. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  8  A.  ft  E.  284.  &  E.  568. 
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J.  G.  all  pilotage  and  port  charges  daring  the  said  voyage,  the  act  of 

1872-3  God,  the  Queen's  enemies^  restraints  of  prinoes  and  rulers,  fire,  and 

Cargo  xx  ^  ^^d  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers^  and 

"Abgob."  navigation,  of  whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  during  the  said 

Gaudit  voyage  always  excepted.    The  frei^t  to  be  paid,  on  right  and 

Bbowk.  true  delivery  of  cargo,  in  cash." 

1872-3  ^  memorandum  in  the  margin  of  the  charterparty  contained 

The        the  words  inter  alia :  *'  This  charter  to  be  in  force  until  the  Slst 

GttMo.  rjt^Q  Eewsona  performed  four  voyages  under  the  provisions  con- 
CoBMFOBiH.  tained  in  the  charterparty.  The  fourth  voyage  was  completed  by 
her  arrival  in  Hartlepool^  on  the  3rd  of  August,  1870.  During  the 
time  that  the  Eewsons  was  prosecuting  the  fourth  voyage,  war 
broke  out  between  France  and  Oermantfy  and  the  buoys  and  bea- 
cons for  the  safe  navigation  of  the  river  Elbe  were  removed,  and 
from  the  beginning  of  August  until  the  22nd  of  September  the 
Elbe  was  blockaded  by  the  Frendi  fleet. 

After  the  Eewsons  had  completed  her  fourth  voyage,  the  Plain- 
ti£b  never  directed  or  requested  the  Defendants  to  send  the 
Eewsons  to  any  spout,  or  to  load  another  cargo,  before  the  Slst  of 
Ootober,  when  the  charter  expired  by  effluxion  of  time.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  ship  could  not  proceed  to  the  Biver  Elbe  during 
the  blockade,' and  there  was  no  certainty  as  to  the  time  when 
the  blockade  would  cease. 

Evidence  was  given  by  the  Defendant  Comfarth^  that  after  the 
Eewsons  returned  from  her  fourth  voyage  from  the  Etbe,  and  while 
she  was  in  EdrBepocl^  William  Oeipel,  one  of  the  Flaintiffi,  in- 
formed him  that  he  could  not  load  the  Eewsons  for  the  Elbe,  and 
that  on  that  and  on  a  subsequent  occasion  he  offered  to  charter 
her  for  the  BaUie.  However  William  Qeipd  denied  having  ever 
seen  or  had  any  communication  with  the  Defendants  between  the 
11th  of  July  and  the  month  of  December. 

On  the  9th  of  August  the  Eewsons  sailed  from  EarUepool  with 
a  cargo  of  coals  for  Botterdam,  loaded  by  other  merchants.  On 
the  7th  of  September  she  returned  to  EarUepool.  Later  in  Sep- 
tember she  again  sailed  from  EarUepool  upon  a  voyage  to  Elsinore, 
under  a  charter  entered  into  by  her  owners  while  the  blockade  of 
the  Elbe  was  still  in  force.  v 
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She  retarned  from  Elsinore  on  the  10th  of  December.    Steam-       j.  o. 
ships  commenced  to  run  from  Hartlepool  to  the  Elbe  on  the  22ad      1872-8 
of  September,  1870,  from  which  time  there  was  no  effectiye  block*    oabgo  kx 
ade  of  that  river.  In  October  the  Plaintiffs  tried  to  charter  sailing    "  Abqos." 
ships  to  proceed  to  the  Ethe^  and  on  the  29th  of  October  they     Gavdit 
chartered  another  ship  at  the  rate  of  £11  10s*  per  keel ;  but  they     bbown. 
were  nnable  to  obtain  any  sailing-ships  to  proceed  thither  before      1972-3 
that  date.  "T^ 

The  freight  so  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  exceeded  what  they  would  "  Bxmmsmr 
have  had  to  pay  for  the  HewwM  by  £85  10s.    They  accordingly      ommL 
commenced  a  suit  in  the  Hdrtlejfocl  County  Court  to  recover  this  QQ^anKoem. 

sum,  and  also  further  compensation  for  the  refusal  of  the  Defen-        

dants  to  carry  out  the  charterparty.  The  Judge  of  the  County 
Court  held  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  impliedly  consented  to  the  con- 
tract being  suspended  until  the  22nd  of  September,  but  decreed 
that  they  were  entitled  to  the  sum  of  £85  10&  The  Defendants 
appealed  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  against  this  decision,  and  as 
in  the  case  of  Cargo  ex  Argoa,  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty held  that  there  ^as  no  jurisdiction  in  the  County  Court 
to  try  such  a  cause.  The  Plaintiffi  now  appealed  against  this 
judgment. 

Mr.  MUtoardf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Qainsford  Bruce,  for  the  Appellant 
(Oaudel),  in  the  Cargo  ex  Argos,  and 

Mr.  Coheny  and  Mr.  Walter  PhUHmore^  for  the  Appellants 
(Oeipel  and  Others),  in  the  case  of  the  Hewsons : — 

In  Simjfaon  v.  Eluee  (1)  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  took  an  erro- 
neous view  of  the  jurisdiction  conferred  on  County  Courts  by  the 
2nd  section  of  the  Act  of  1869  (32  &  33  Vict  c.  51).  It  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  Judicature  to  restrict  the  jurisdiction  to  cases 
in  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty  already  had  jurisdiction.  Thus, 
although  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  original  jurisdiction  in 
this  case,  the  case  can  be  tried  before  the  County  Courts,  and 
brought  on  appeal  before  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  words  of 
the  2nd  section  of  the  Act  express  this  in  unambiguous  terms, 
and  they  are  not  limited  in  any  way.    That  a  new  and  enlarged 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  290. 
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J.  C.  jurisdiction  was  to  be  conferred  by  the  Act  is  also  indicated  by  the 

1872-3  fact  that ''  Admiralty  canses  "  are  alone  alluded  to  in  the  Act  of 

Ca^kx  1868  (31  &  32  Vict  c.  71),  but  in  the  Act  of  1869  '*  Maritime 

*»  A  BOOS."  causes  "  are  spoken  of  as  well  as  "  Admiralty  causes."    The  power 

Gavbkt  to  appoint  "  mercantile  assessors,"  which  is  given  by  the  latter 

Bbowx.  Act,  indicates  an  intention  to  confer  an  enlarged  mercantile  juris- 

1872-3  diction. 


Tbb 

^'HxwBoim.''      The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deans,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Murphy, 
Q^^^     for  the  Bespondent  (Brorvn),  in  the  case  of  the  Caryo  ex  Aryos,  and 

CoBNTOBTH.       Mr.  Clark9on,  and  Mr.  E.  O.  Qibson,  for  the  Respondents  {Corn" 
forth  BsA  another),  in  the  case  of  the  Hewsons: — 

Although  the  words  of  the  2Qd  section  of  the  Act  of  1869 
(32  &  33  Vict,  c  51)  are  very  comprehensive,  yet  their  meaning 
ought  to  be  restricted  by  the  whole  tenor  of  the  two  Acts  con- 
ferring jurisdiction  on  the  County  Courts,  namely,  the  Act  of 
1869  and  that  of  1868  (31  &  32  Vict  c.  71),  of  which  the  Act  of 
1869  is  the  supplement.  The  intention  of  these  Acts  was  to 
confer  on  the  County  Courts  jurisdiction  only  in  Admiralty  cases, 
where  the  Court  of  Admiralty  previously  had  jurisdiction.  It 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  confer  a  new  mer- 
cantile jurisdiction  under  the  guise  of  maritime  jurisdiction.  If 
*  it  were,  there  would  be  the  anomaly  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
having  appellate  jurisdiction  in  cases  where  it  has  no  original 
jurisdiction ;  and  there  would  be  a  risk  of  conflicting  decisions 
being  given  by  the  Courts  of  Law  and  the  Court  of  Admiralty ; 
questions  being  determined  by  the  former  where  the  value  is  above 
£300,  and  ultimately  by  the  latter  where  the  value  is  below  £300. 
With  regard  to  "Maritime  causes"  being  different  from  "Ad- 
miralty causes,"  if  that  be  so,  there  is  no  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
Admiralty ;  for  the  26th  section  of  the  Act  of  1868,  which  gives 
the  appeal,  gives  it  only  in  Admiralty  causes. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments  reference  was  made  to  the  fol- 
lowing cases  :—8u89ex  Peeraye  Case  (1) ;  The  8t.  Cloud  (2) ;  The 
Bowse  (3) ;  Everwrd  v.  Kendall  (4) ;  Smith  v.  Brown  (5) ;  Claydon 

(1)  11  CI.  &  F.  143.  (3)  Law  Rep.  8  A.  &  E.  136. 

(2)  Bra  &  Lush.  4.  (4)  Law  Rep.  5  C.  P.  428. 

(o)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  729. 
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T.  Orem  (1) ;    The  Danzig  (2) ;  The  Easan  (3) ;    The  Prineess       J.  C. 
BayaZ(4);   The  Tiaras  (5);  Schuster  v.  MKellar  (6);  The  Nor-      1872-3 
iiw^  (7) ;  Wd  Clara  KUlam  (8).  Caroo  kx 

"Argos." 

Mr.  Qaineford  Braes,  in  reply.  GAnDET 


Brown. 
1872-3 


1873.  Feb.  18.  Judgment  was  reserved  by  their  Lordships,  and 
was  now  delivered  by 

Sib  Montague  E.  Sihth  : —  «  HEwsoNa** 

These  are  appeals  from  the  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admi-  GEifzi^ 
ralty  in  two  cases  brought  before  him  on  appeal  from  the  City  of  coBMroRm. 
London  Court  and  the  County  Court  of  Durham^  in  which,  contrary 
to  his  own  opinion,  and  in  deference  to  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  in  the  case  of  Simpeon  y.  Blues  (9),  he  reversed 
the  judgments  given  by  the  Courts  of  First  Instance  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  these  Courts  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  entertain  the  suits ;  granting  at  the  same  time  leave  to  appeal 
to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 

The  two  appeals  involve  substantially  the  same  question  upon 
the  construction  of  the  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiolum  Amende 
meni  Ad,  1869  (32  &  33  Vict.  o.  51),  and  were  argued  together. 

In  the  first  case  {Cargo  ex  Argos)  the  Plaintiff  instituted  a  suit 
for  freight,  demurrage  and  expenses  in  the  City  of  London  Court  by 
proceeding  in  rem  against  the  goods,  viz.  147  barrels  of  petroleum, 
which  had  been  shipped  by  the  Defendant  in  London  on  board  the 
Plaintiff's  ship,  the  Argos,  under  a  bill  of  lading,  making  them 
deliverable  at  Bavre,  to  order  or  assigns.  It  was  alleged  that  the 
French  authorities  at  Havre  having  refused  to  allow  the  petroleum 
to  be  discharged  at  that  port,  the  Argos  endeavoured  to  land  it  at 
Bcnjleur  and  TroumUe,  but  not  being  permitted  to  do  so,  took  it 
back  to  London;  the  claim  was  for  freight,  back-freight,  demurrage, 
and  expenses.  Various  defences  were  made,  but  it  is  suflScient, 
having  regard  to  the  advice  which  their  Lordships  propose  to  tender 
to  Her  Majesty,  to  indicate  the  nature  of  the  suit,  without  entering 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  C.  P.  611.  (5)  Bro.  &  Lush.  38. 

(2)  Bro.  Sc  Lush.  102.  (6)  7  E.  &  B.  704. 

(3)  Ibid.  1.  (7)  Bro.  &  Lush.  226. 

(4)  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  27.  (8)  Law  Rep.  3  A.  &  E.  161. 

(9)  Law.  Bep.  7  C.  P.  290. 
Vou  V.  3  L 
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J«  0.       further  upon  the  facts.  The  suit  was  heard  upon  the  merits  in  the 

187^-3      City  of  London  C!oart,  and  also  on  appeal  in  the  Court  of  Admi- 

Caboo  xs    ralty,  without  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction ; 

»*Abgob.'     Y)\ii^  pending  the  consideration  of  the  judgment  on  appeal,  the 

Oaudst     case  of  Simpson  v.  Blues  (1)  was  decided.  The  learned  Judge  then 

Bbowh.      directed  the  question  of  jurisdiction  to  be  argued  before  him ;  and 

1872-8      ultimately,  in  deference  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common 

Thb       PleaS|  whilst  declaring  his  own  opinion  to  be  otherwise,  reversed 

<^HBWBONg."  ^Q  judgment,  without  giving  any  decision  upon  the  merits. 

GsxpBi.  In  the  other  case.  The  Sewsons,  the  parties  were  reversed.  The 
CoBinx>BTH.  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Plaintiff,  the  charterer,  against  the 
owner  of  the  ship  by  proceeding  in  rem,  for  a  breach  of  the  charter. 
The  Plaintiff  had  chartered  the  ship  for  successive  voyages  from 
Hartlepool  to  the  Mbe  during  a  definite  period.  It  was  complained 
that,  after  the  ship  had  performed  four  voyages,  her  owners  refused 
to  complete  the  charter  by  making  others  pursuant  to  its  terms. 
In  this  case  an  objection  to  the  jurisdiction  was  made  in  the  County 
Court,  but  overruled,  and  judgment  given  for  the  Plaintiff  upon 
the  merits  against  one  of  the  Defendants. 

The  question  turns  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  County 
Court  AchniraUy  Jurisdiction  Amendment  Act,  1869,  by  which  juris- 
diction is  given  to  County  Courts  (appointed  to  have  Admiralty 
jurisdiction)  to  try  and  determine  causes  (amongst  others)  *'  as  to 
any  claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use 
or  hire  of  any  ship,  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  goods  in  any 
ship,"  provided  the  amount  claimed  does  not  exceed  £300. 

The  broad  contention  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondents  is,  that 
this  statute  has  given  to  the  County  Courts  no  more  than  a  portion 
or  branch  of  the  existing  jurisdiction  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
then  possessed ;  and  if  this  be  the  scope  and  true  meeming  of  the 
statute,  the  objection  made  to  the  competency  of  the  County  Courts 
to  entertain  these  suits  must  prevail,  because  it  is  plain  that  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  itself  had  not,  in  virtue  of  any  authority 
derived  either  from  the  Crown  or  from  Parliament,  any  original 
jurisdictioii  over  such  suits.  This  last  proposition  was  not  contro- 
verted on  the  part  of  the  Appellants ;  but  it  was  contended  that 
the  Act  of  1869  has  intentionally  given  a  new  and  enlarged  juris- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  0.  P.  290. 
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•diction  to  the  County  Conrts  appointed  to  have  Admiralty  jnria-  J.  C. 
diction,  over  subjects  of  claim  beyond  those  cognisable  by  the  1872-3 
Court  of  Admiralty.  Caboo  bx 

It  was  not,  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondents,  denied  that  the  Ian-    ''  Aboob." 
goage  of  the  statute  is  large  enough  to  include  the  present  claims ;     Oaudet 
bat  the  contention  at  the  bar  was,  that  it  may  be  collected  from      Bbowv. 
the  Act  itself,  when  read  with  the  first  statute  conferring  on  the      1872-8 
County  Court  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  that  the  Legislature  intended        ^J^ 
no  more  by  the  second  Act  than  to  give  the  County  Courts  a  "  HKroaw.* 
farther  part  of  the  existing  jurisdictiofi  belonging  to  the  Court  of     Gecpel 
Admiralty,  which  had  been  omitted  from  the  first  Act ;  and  that  c)obhfobth. 
the  wide  language  of  the  enactment  must  be  so  construed  as]  to       "^ 
limit  its  operation  to  this  object.    The  question  is  thus  raised, 
whether,  by  the  legitimate  application  of  recognised  rules  of  inter- 
pretation, this  intention  can  be  collected  from  the  statutes  with 
such  distinctness  as  to  justify  a  construction  so  greatly  at  variance 
with  the  ordinary  and  natural  meaning  of  the  words  employed  by 
the  Legislature. 

The  County  Courts  Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Ad,  1868  (81  &  32 
Vict,  c  71),  for  the  first  time  gave  any  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to 
the  County  Courts.  That  Act  empowered  the  Queen  in  Council  to 
appoint  any  County  Court  to  have  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  and  to 
assign  districts  to  such  Courts  within  which  it  might  be  exercised. 
It  then  enacts  that  any  County  Court  having  Admiralty  jurisdiction 
shall  have  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  certain  causes,  which 
in  the  Act  are  referred  to  as ''  Admiralty  causes,"  and  among  them, 
in  the  words  of  the  statute,  ^as  to  any  claim  for  damage  to 
-cargo,  or  damage  by  collision  •  •  •  in  which  the  amount  claimed 
does  not  exceed  £300.'' 

The  6th  section  of  the  Act  authorizes  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
to  transfer  any  Admiralty  cause  pending  in  a  County  Court  to 
itself,  and  the  8th  section  enables  the  County  Court  Judge  so  to 
transfer  causes. 

By  the  26tli  section  an  appeal  from  the  judgments  of  the  County 
Courts  in  Admiralty  causes  is  given  to  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty. 

A  further  provision  is  made  by  the  7th  section  directing  the 

Judge  of  the  County  Court,  in  case,  during  the  progress  of  an 

d         L2 
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J.  c.       Admiralty  cause,  it  should  appear  that  the  subject-matter  exceeded 

1872-8      the  limit  of  amount,  to  transfer  the  cause  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty,. 

Gabgo  ex    which  is  empowered  either  to  retain  or  remit  it  to  the  County  Courts 

" ^^^^"        It  appears  to  be  agreed  that  this  Act  gave  to  the  County  Court 

Gaudet     no  more  than  a  portion,  limited  as  to  subject-matter  and  amount, 

Bbo'ws.     of  the  jurisdiction  then  actually  possessed  by  the  High  Court  of 

1872-3      Admiralty.    The  provisions  above  referred  to  are  all  consistent 

Tbb        ^^^^  whBt  appears  to  be  the  scheme  of  the  Act,  namely,  to  confec 

«*HEWBOKi."  Qj^  selected  County  Courts  certain  portions  of  the  jurisdiction  then 

Gx]P£L      belonging  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  to  be  exercised  by 

CoBKTOBTH,  them  Bubordinately  to  the  High  Court 

The  original  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  (using  that 
term  to  distingukh  it  from  that  given  to  the  Court  by  modera 
statutes),  as  it  was  understood  to  stand  after  the  long  and  memo- 
rable conflicts  with  the  Courts  of  Common  Liaw,  which  virtually 
closed  in  the  reign  of  Charles  IL,  did  not  extend  to  claims  arising 
upon  charterparties,  bills  of  lading,  or  other  agreements  relating 
to  the  use  or  hire  of  ships,  or  the  carriage  of  goods. 

Before^  however,  the  passing  of  the  County  Court  Acts  of  1868 
and  1869,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  by  statute,  acquired  a  partial 
and  limited  jurisdiction  over  certain  contracts  relating  to  the 
carriage  of  goods. 

*'  The  Mmirattn  Oowrl  Ad,  1861,"  24  Yict.  c.  10,  which  waa 
passed  '^  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  and  improve  the  practice  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty,"  enacts  (sect  6)  that  the  Court  '^  shall 
have  jurisdiction  over  any  daim  by  the  owner  or  consignee  or 
assignee  of  any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in 
England  or  Wale$f  in  any  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  goods^, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of,  or  for  any 
breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of,  the  owner, 
master,  or  crew  of  the  ship ;"  unless  it  was  shewn  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Court  that,  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit^ 
any  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship  was  domiciled  in  England  or 
Wales.  The  Court  of  Admiralty  thus  acquired  jurisdiction  over 
some  claims  arising  out  of  contracts  relating  to  the  carriage  of 
goods  in  ships,  but  in  a  very  partial  and  limited  manner.  The 
jurisdiction  is  confined  to  claims  by  the  owners,  &c.,  of  goods,  and 
to  cases  where  the  goods  are  brought  into  an  English  port,  and 


"  Abqos." 


**H«WSO»B.*" 
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BO  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in  Englana,  No  J.  C. 
jurisdiction  is  given  in  the  converse  case  of  claims  by  the  owner  of  1872-3 
the  ship  against  the  owner  of  the  goods,  and  no  jurisdiction  what-  Gaboo 
ever  is  given  in  the  case  of  claims  arising  out  of  charterparties  or 
other  agreements  for  the  use  or  hire  of  ships.  Gaudep 

This  was  the  state  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  C!ourt  of  Admi-     Brow. 
ralty  in  relation  to  claims  arising  upon  contracts  for  the  carriage      1872-8 
of  goods,  when  the  Count;  C!ourt  Acts  of  1868  and  1869  were       t]^ 
passed. 

It  has*  already  been  shewn  that  the  Act  of  1868  gave  to  County      Geifkl 
Courts  only  a  partial  and  limited  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  Oobnvobtb. 
'^  Admiralty  causes/'  relating  to  "any  claim  for  damage  to  cargo.'* 
in  which  the  amount  did  not  exceed  £300. 

Their  Lordships  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  Act  of 
1869.  They  will,  in  the  first  place,  examine  the  enactment  itself, 
which  is  to  be  construed.  It  was  enacted  (sect.  2)  ''that  any 
Court  appointed  to  have  Admiralty  jurisdiction  *'  (these  words  are 
descriptive  only  of  the  Court)  "  shall  have  jurisdiction  ...  to  try 
and  determine  the  following  causes — as  to  any  claim  arising  out 
of  any  agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of  any  ship, 
or  in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  goods  in  any  ship." 

This  enactment,  taken  by  itself,  is  certainly  plain  and  intelligible, 
and  the  language  is  free  from  ambiguity.  The  described  Courts 
are  to  have  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  causes  relating  to 
xsertain  claims.  The  first  head  of  claims  is  ''  any  claim  arising  out 
of  any  agreement  made  for  the  use  or  hire  of  any  ship."  These 
words  plainly  and  in  apt  language  describe  contf^cts  for  the  use  or 
iiire  of  ships,  e.^.,  charterparties,  and  not  agreements  for  the  mere 
carriage  of  goods,  which  are  described  and  provided  for  in  the 
«iext  branch  of  the  enactment  thus :  "  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage 
of  goods  in  any  ship."  Now,  if  the  contention  is  allowed  to  prevail 
that  no  jurisdiction  was  conferred  on  the  County  Courts  by  this 
Act  beyond  that  belonging  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  conse- 
qnence  would  be  that  no  operation  would  be  given  to  the  first 
branch  of  the  enactment  relating  to  claims  arising  out  of  agree- 
ments for  the  use  or  hire  of  any  i^ip,  for  Mie  Court  of  Admiralty 
iiad  no  jurisdiction,  either  originally  or  by  statute,  over  such 
claims.  There  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  great  difficulty  in 
«Q  interpretation  which  would  nullify  this  first  and  important 
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J.  c.  branch  of  the  enactment,  and  practically  cut  it  out  of  the  statute ; 
1872-8  and  if  this  cannot  legitimately  be  done,  it  would  follow  that  some 
Gabgo  sx  i^ew  jurisdiction  beyond  that  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
«<  ABOO0.  ^^g  given  to  the  County  Courts ;  and  if  any  were  so  giyen,  the 
Gaudit  whole  contention  of  the  Bespondent,  which  rests  on  the  hypothesis 
Bboto.  that  no  such  new  jurisdiction  was  conferred,  necessarily  fidls. 
1S72-3  The  words  which  describe  the  second  head  of  claim,  yiz^  *^  any 

"i^       claim  arising  out  of  any  agreement  in  relation  to  the  carriage  of 
«  Hkwoot/'  goods  in  any  ship/'  are  clearly  wide  enough  to  comprehend  daimSy. 
GxiFBL     as  well  on  the  part  of  the  owners  of  ships,  as  the  owners  of  goods ;. 
OoBHTOKTB.  thus  again,  in  terms  at  least,  going  far  beyond  the  partial  jurisdic- 
tion  giyen  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  by  the  Adtniralfy  Court  Ad^ 
1861,  in  fftTOur  only  of  the  owners  of  goods. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  it  was  intended  by  the  Act  of  1869  to- 
give  to  the  County  Courts  some  new  jurisdiction  oyer  claims 
arising  out  of  agreements  between  shipowners  and  merchants 
beyond  that  bestowed  on  them  by  the  Act  of  1868,  which  gaye 
jurisdiction  only  oyer  *^  asxj  claim  for  damage  to  cargo  f  but  it 
was  contended  for  the  Respondents  that  these  last  words,  not  being 
sufficiently  large  to  include  all  the  jurisdiction  giyen  to  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  by  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Ad,  1861,  in  fayour  of  the^ 
owners  of  cargo«  the  Act  of  1869  was  passed  merely  to  supply  this- 
deficiency.  If  this  were  really  meant  to  be  the  limited  scope  of 
the  second  Act,  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  language  of 
the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act,  1861,  would  haye  been  followed,  or  at  all 
events  that  some  words  would  have  been  used  to  indicate  this  limited 
intention.  It  seems  scarcely  conceivable,  if  the  only  object  of  the 
County  Court  Act  of  1869  had  been  to  give  the  County  Courts  so 
much  of  the  partial  and  limited  jurisdiction  of  the  AdmiraUy 
Court  Act,  1861,  as  had  not  been  included  within  the  Act  of  1868,. 
and  no  more,  that  the  wide  language  actually  found  in  it  should 
have  been  employed  —  language  which  describes  with  accuracy 
entirely  new  heads  of  claims,  namely,  those  arising  from  agree- 
ments relating  to  the  use  and  hire  of  ships,  and  claims  by  ship- 
owners in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  goods,  which  had  no  place  in. 
the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act,  1861. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Appellants  that,  besides  these  con- 
siderations^ the  context  of  the  statute  of  1869  really  supported,  or 
was,  at  the  least,  consistent  with,  the  presumption  of  an  intention  Uh 
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give  the  new  jurisdiction,  which  the  language  of  the  enactment|       j.  a 

taken  hj  itself,  would  undoubtedly  confer.  1872-8 

Differences  in  the  language  and  provisions  of  the  Acts  of  1868  oabgo  sx 

and  1869  were  relied  on  in  support  of  this  contention,  which  appear  "  Ahoob," 

to  be  deserving  of  consideration.  GAuimr 

V 

The  causes  described  in  the  Act  of  1868  are  referred  to  as     Bbown. 
^'Admiralty  causes^"  whereas  in  the  2nd  section  of  the  Act  of  1869,      1872><3 
which  gives  the  new  jurisdiction,  the  descriptive  word  is  "  causes  "       "^ 
only.    Again,  the  6th  section  of  the  Act  of  1869  empowers  the  **HH^?B<ni8.*" 
Judge  to  appoint  **  mercantile  assessors  "  in'  any  Admiralty  or      Qexfk. 
maritime  cause.    In  a  technical  sense  Admiralty  causes  are,  no  casimmTE. 
doubt,  maritime  causes ;  but*  the  latter  word  is  introduced  for  the       "^^ 
•first  time  in  the  second  Act,  as  if  to  designate  causes  which  could 
not  be  strictly  referred  to  as  Admiralty  causes.    The  power  itself 
to  appoint  mercantile  assessors,  given  for  the  first  time,  may  not 
unreasonably  be  regarded  as  an  indication  that  the  Legislature 
really  intended  to  confer  enlarged  mercantile  jurisdiction  upon  the 
County  Courts,  in  which  the  experience  of  merchants  would  be 
useful  to  the  Judges. 

On  the  other  hand,  their  Lordships  have  felt  the  full  force  of 
the  contention  that,  having  regard  to  the  general  tenor  and  provi- 
sions of  the  two  County  Court  Acts,  it  ought  not  to  be  presumed 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  give  to  these  Courts  a  large  juris- 
diction over  mercantile  causes,  not  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty itself,  under  the  guise  of  maritime  jurisdiction.  Very 
strong  grounds  certainly  exist  against  making  such  a  presumption, 
if  the  construction  of  the  Act  depended  on  an  implication  from 
language  capable  of  two  meanings.  The  second  County  Court  Ad 
is  directed  to  be  read  and  interpreted  with  the  first,  and  the  first 
-H90  &r,  at  least,  as  it  relates  to  claims  arising  out  of  contracts  for 
the  carriage  of  goods— did  not  confer  more,  if  so  much,  jurisdiction 
on  the  County  Courts  as  the  Court  of  Admiralty  possessed  under  its 
own  Act  of  1861.  The  Act  of  1869  is  in  some  respects  a  supple- 
ment to  that  of  1868,  and  it  might  not  be  unreasonable  to  suppose 
that  the  Legislature  only  intended  to  give  by  the  second  Act 
further  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  properly  so  called. 

The  new  mercantile  jurisdiction  in  question,  if  conferred,  cer- 
tainly establishes  an  eccentric  system  of  procedure,  calculated  in 
its  operation  to  lead  to  anomalous  and  inconvenient  results.    In 
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^'  ^'       the  first  place,  it  confers  on  the  County  Courts,  appointed  to  have 
1872-^      Admiralty  jurisdiction,  power  to  determine  important  mercantile 


Caboo  ex    causes  up  to  the  value  of  £300,  which  are  not  within  the  jurisdic- 

'      tion  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  itself,  and  properly  belong  to  the 

Gaudet     domain  of  the  Common  Law  Courts.    The  appeal  is  given,  not  to 
Bbown.      the  Courts  which  have  jurisdiction  over  such  causes  when  they 
1872-3      exceed  £300  in  value,  but  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  which  has 
The        not;  and  power  is  conferred  on  that  Court  to  transfer  the  causes  to 
^«Hbwbok8.    j^^|£  i^jjJ  determine  them,  although  possessed  of  no  original  juris- 
GBirxL      diction  to  try  them.    One  consequence  of  this  legidation  must 
CoBNroBTB.  obviously  be  to  increase  the  risk  of  conflicting  decisions  on  im- 
"""*        portant  questions  of  mercantile  law,  inasmuch  as  the  determina* 
tion  of  these  questions,  when  the  value  is  above  £300,  will  belong* 
to  the  Queen's  Superior  Courts  of  Law  and  Equity,  and  to'  the 
Courts  of  Appeal  from  them ;  and  when  below  that  amount,  to  the 
County  Courts  and  to  the  special  appellate  jurisdiction  provided 
by  the  Act.    A  further  anomaly,  which  may  lead  to  practical  in- 
convenience, ariees  from  the  fact  that  claimants  within  the  limit  of 
£300  may  seize  the  ship  or  cargo,  as  the  case  may  be,  by  proceed- 
ing in  rem^  whilst  those  above  this  limit  have  no  such  power.  This 
difference  in  remedy  involves  much  more  than  a  distinction  in 
procedure,  and  may,  among  conflicting  claimants,  lead  to  incon- 
venience, if  not  to  undue  advantage,  to  some,  and  prejudice  to 
others. 

It  is,  however,  to  be  observed  that  some  of  these  anomalies 
must  still  exist,  even  if  the  construction  of  the  Act  be  limited. 
The  County  Courts  would  still  have  jurisdiction  over  claims  by 
owners  of  cargo  in  certain  cases,  and  over  claims  of  damage  caused 
by  collision  up  to  £300,  with  the  power  of  proceeding  in  rem^  and 
with  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  although,  no  doubt,  the 
great  anomaly  of  giving  Admiralty  procedure  to  the  County  Courts 
in  causes  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty  itself  could  not  entertain, 
does  not  exist  in  these  cases. 

Their  Lordships,  whilst  fully  appreciating  the  effect  of  the  anoma- 
lies and  inconveniences  above  referred  to,  and  of  others  which  are 
pointed  out  with  great  force  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Blties  (1),  still  feel  the 
difficulty  of  limiting  by  judicial  construction  the  plain  and  unam- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  290. 
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bigaous  words  of  the  statnte,  especially  when  one  of  the  consequences       J.  0. 
of  the  limitation  must  be  to  leave  without  operation  the  important      1872-^ 
branch  of  the  enactment  relating  to  agreements  for  the  use  and    qaboo  kx 
hire  of  ships..   Even  in  cases  where  words  are  ambiguous  and    ** Aiioog." - 
capable  of  two  constructions^  the  rule  is  to  adopt  that  which  would     Gaudxt 
give  some  effect  to  the  words  rather  than  that  which  would  give     Bbown. 
none.  1872-8 

The  rule  declared  by  the  Judges  in  delivering  their  opinion  to       xn 
the  House  of  Lords  in  the  Suatem  Peerage  Cote  (1)  appears  to  be  "Hewbcmw" 
applicable  to  the  present  statute.    It  is  as  follows :  *^  The  only  rule     Gofsl 
for  the  construction  of  Acts  of  Parliament  is  that  they  should  be  QomwoRin, 
construed  according  to  the  intent  of  the  Parliament  which  passed 
the  Act.    If  the  words  of  the  statute  are  in  themselves  precise  and 
unambSgnous,  then  no  more  can  be  necessary  than  to  expound 
those  words  in  their  natural  and  ordinary  sense.   The  words  theim* 
selves  alone  do  in  such  case  best  declare  tlie  intention  of  the 
lawgiver."   The  words  of  the  present  statute  are  precise  and  unam* 
biguouSy  and,  in  spite  of  the  anomalies  pointed  out,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  say  that,  when  construed  in  their  natural  and  ordinary 
sense,  they  lead  (to  use  the  words  of  Parhe^  B.  (2) )  ^'  to  manifest 
absurdity/'  and  must  therefore  be  qualified. 

The  Legislature,  having  regard  to  the  convenience  of  speedy 
remedy  and  decision  when  witnesses  were  on  the  spot  and  avail- 
able, may  have  considered  that  the  County  Courts,  which  in  mari- 
time patriots  were  appointed  to  have  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  and 
which  under  the  first  statute  possessed  a  partial  jurisdiction  over 
jnercantile  agreements  relating  to  cargo,  might.be  entrusted  to 
determine,  with  the  aid  of  mercantile  assessors,  other  mercantile 
•and  maritime  causes  relating  to  charterparties,  bills  of  lading,  and 
similar  agreements  up  to  the  value  of  £300 ;  and  they  may  further 
have  thoaght  that,  as  these  County  Courts  were  invested  with 
Admiralty  procedure,  the  new  causes  should  be  dealt  with  as  Ad- 
miralty causes,  and  the  appeal  should  go  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 
If  such  really  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  however  it  may 
be  regretted  by  those  who  value  the  symmetry  of  legal  procedure, 
it  has  certainly  used  apt,  precise,  and  unambiguous  words  to  define 
the  new  causes  it  meant  to  add ;  and  their  Lordships  find  them- 

(1)  11  a  &  F.  148.  (2)  2  M.  &  W.  195. 
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J.  G.       selves  unable  to  a£Snn  that  the  Legislature  did  not  mean  what  it 
1872-8      has  plainly  said. 

Oabgo  EX        ^^  cases  which  were  cited,  with  the  exception  of  Simpson  y. 
'^ABQoe,'*    Blues  (l)y  throw  little  light  upon  the  construction  of  this  peculiar 
Gaudet     statute.   The  rule  that  the  generality  of  the  words  of  a  statute  may 
Bbowk.     in  some  cases  be  restrained  by  evidence  of  intention  to  be  collected 
1S72-6      from  other  parts  of  it  has  been  indeed  applied  to  the  construction 
^[^        of  statutes  in  pari  materia  with  the  Act  in  question :   see  The 
"^wBOKB.*  si^  (Jioud  (2);  The  Dowse  (3);  Everard  t.  KendaU  (4);  Smiihr. 
QjajpEL      Brown  (5).    But  in  all  these  cases  there  were  subjects  to  which  the 
OoBHioRTH.  words  were  properly  applicable^  and  which  would  satisfy  them  when 
"^       construed  in  a  limited  sense.    It  should  be  observed  that  in  The 
Dowse  the  present  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  dis- 
tinguished the  second  Cownhf  Court  Ad  from  the  first  in  the  same 
way  as  he  has  done  in*the  judgments  now  under  appeal,  and  that^  in 
the  case  of  Smith  v.  Brown,  Mr.  Justice  Blackburn  doubted  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  decision,  although  the  words  in  that  case  were 
much  more  capable  of  receiving,  properly  and  without  violence,  a 
limited  construction  than  those  of  the  Act  now  in  question. 

Their  Lordships  have  felt  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Fleas  in  Simpson  v.  Blues  (1)  is  entitled  to  great  considera- 
tion, from  the  authority  due  to  the  Court  and  the  force  with  which 
the  reasons  for  the  decision  are  stated,  and  they  would  have  been 
glad  to  have  been  able  to  rest  upon  it.  The  Queen's  ordinary 
Courts  of  Law,  which  hold  the  power  of  prohibition,  musf  in  the 
end  decide  questions  of  jurisdiction ;  and  when  their  opinion  has 
been  fuUy  declared,  it  must  and  ought  to  be  acquiesced  in ;  but  if, 
when  the  question  has  been  brought  before  them  on  appeal,  their 
Lordships  now  yielded  to  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Fleas,  they  would  in  efiTect  conclude  an  important  question  of  juris- 
diction  in  a  manner  contraiy  to  the  opinion  of  the  Judge  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty — ^and,  as  at  present  advised,  their  own — 
upon  the  authority  of  the  judgment  of  one  only  of  the  Common 
Law  Courts,  pronounced  on  a  summary'  application,  from  which 
there  was  no  appeal.  They  think,  before  this  conclusion  is  reached^ 

(1)  Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  290.  (3)  Law  Rep.  3  A.  &  B.  135. 

(2)  Bro.  &  Lush.  4.  (4)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  428. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  729. 
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an  opportunity  should  be  giyen  for  further  consideration  of  the       J.  0. 
statute.    They  will  therefore  think  it  right  to  advise  Her  Majesty      1872-s 
to  remit  the  causes  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  be  dis-    oaboo  n 
posed  of  on  the  merits.    The  parties  will  be  enabled,  if  so  advised,    *"  Abgos.*' 
to  take  proceedings  which  may  lead  to  pleading  in  prohibition.  Gaubet 

It  was  suggested  in  the  ai^ument  that  if  ^  maritime  causes ''  in     Bbowh. 
the  Act  of  1869  meant  suits  different  from  Admiralty  causes,  such      i872-d 
suits  were  not  within  the  appeal  clause  (sect  26)  of  the  Act  of       "i^ 
1868,  whidi  gave  an  appeal  only  in  "Admiralty  causes."  The  word  **  ^■wbohb." 
**  maritime  "  is  very  vaguely  used  in  the  second  Act,  possibly  to     Gofsl 
indicate  causes  other  than  Admiralty  causes  properly  so  called,  and  Casaaovm. 
probably  with  no  reference  to  the  fetct  that  Admiralty  causes  are       ""^ 
technically  styled  "  maritime."   However  this  may  be,  it  certainly 
seems  to  have  been  intended,  by  the  scheme  of  the  Act,  to  treat 
these  new  nuiritime  causes  as  Admiralty  causes,  and  that  the  appeal 
should  be  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty.    Indeed,  the  fact  that  the 
appellate  jurisdiction  would  belong  to  that  Court  has  been  strongly 
relied  on  to  support  the  limited  construction  contended  for  by  the 
Bespondents. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  a  statute  dealing  with  important  questions 
of  jurisdiction  largely  affecting  commercial  disputes  should  be  so 
framed  as  to  afford  ground  for  doubt  and  conflicting  interpreta- 
tions, and  the  Legislature  may,  perhaps,  think  it  right  to  remove, 
by  some  explicit  declaration,  the  inconvenience  thus  created. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
reverse  the  judgments  appealed  from,  and  to  remit  both  causes  to 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty.  They  think  the  parties  should  bear 
their  own  costs  of  these  appeals. 


On  the  cause  of  Cargo  ex  Arffos  being  remitted  to  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  the  Judge  of  that  Court  (Sir  Bobert  PhiUimore)  gave 
judgment  for  the  Plaintiff  (Oaudet)  for  the  full  amount  claimed. 

An  appeal  was  brought  against  this  judgment* 

The  AdnUraUy  Advoeaie  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Marphy,  for       ^ 
the  Appellant  (  Brown) : —  May  2.  s. 

The  contract  was,  in  effect,  that  the  shipowner  was  to  deliver 
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Gaugo  XX 
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and  land  the  petroleum  at  the  usual  place  of  unloading  at  Havre^ 
i.e.,  the  Quaif  o/Ravre.  Until  the  petroleum  was  landed  on  the 
quay,  no  person  could  present  a  bill  of  lading  to  the  captain  of 
the  ship  and  receive  or  demand  the  goods.  Thus  the  shipowner 
was  never  read  J  to  give  delivery  of  the  goods  at  the  agreed  place. 
The  obligation  on  the  Appellant  to  take  delivery  did  not  arise 
until  the  shipowner  was  ready  tf>  give  it.  It  was  by  no  act  or 
default  of  the  Appellant  that  the  shipowner  did  not  deliver  the 
goods,  or  that  the  ship  was  detained  for  five  days  in  seeking  to 
deliver  goods,  which  the  captain  of  the  ship  knew  could  not  be 
delivered.  The  Appellant  broke  no  contract,  but  acted  bona  fide 
and  in  ignorance  of  the  prohibition  against  landing  petroleum. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  shipowner,  who  traded  regularly  between 
London  and  Havrej  knew,  through  his  agent  OeneUal,  the  regula- 
tions of  the  port  of  Havre,  At  any  rate  the  shipowner  can  claim 
only  for  freight  *and  return  freight. 

Mr.  MUioard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oainsford  Bruce,  for  the  Bespondent 
(Gatiiie^);— 

The  freight  was  earned,  because  the  ship  carried  the  goods  to 
Havre,  and  the  Bespondent  was  ready  to  deliver  them.  It  was 
the  duty  of  the  Appellant,  or  his  agent  (and  Oenestal  was  con- 
stituted an  agent  of  his),  to  present  the  bill  of  lading,  and  to 
take  delivery  of  the  goods.  The  Appellant  contracted  to  take 
the  goods  at  Havre,  and  is  not  relieved  from  his  contract  by  the 
interference  of  the  authorities  there.  Moreover,  if  there  had 
been  a  contract  to  land  the  goods,  the  inability  to  land  them  arose 
from  the  goods  being  incapable  of  being  landed,  and  not  from  any 
default  of  the  shipowner.  The  Respondent  is  also  entitled  to  the 
back-freight,  &c.,  because  the  captain  of  the  ship  incurred  these 
expenses  in  doing  what  he  thought  was  most  advisable  under  the 
circumstances  for  the  safety  and  preservation  of  the  goods. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments  reference  was  made  to  the  fol- 
lowing:— Dahin  v.  Ooaley  {\)\  GaUiffe  v.  Bourne  (2);  Waugh  v. 
Morris  (S)\   The  Teuionia  {^)  \   The  Fortuna{S)i  Fordy.  Oote^ 


(1)  15  C.  B.  (N.S.)  664. 

(2)  4  Bing.  (N.C.)  329, 


(3)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  202. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  171. 
(5)  Edwards,  56. 


YOK  v.] 
wyrth  (1) ; 

S€nd€TBOft 

DtUhie  y. 
HiU  (8); 
Hadley  y. 
Mtfen  (13) 
«m  (15); 
Pa^«  (18); 
§§  82,  83. 
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Chridy  v.  Bow  (2) ;  Tronttm  t.  D«i<  (3) ;  Ndara  v. 
(4) ;  iltts^ro/asian  Navigation  Company  y.  Jtfor«d  (5) ; 
Hiltan  (6);  Brereton  y.  (7^p|}la»  (7);  Medoiros  y. 
fTjp^iMtf   y.   Chodwiek  (9);    Paradine  y.  James  (10); 

O&»rJfc0  (11);  7ayZor  y.  CaldwM  (12);  42^e^  y. 
;  Barker  y.  Bodgeon  (14) ;  Jtfarjuis  of  J3«fe  y.  Thomp* 
Higgine  y.  Senior  (16) ;   f  »n  y.  ii/a  (17) ;   Blighi  y. 

Madaehlan  on  Shippings  p.  395 ;  i^ifory  on  Agency, 
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Judgment  was  reeeryed]  by  their  Lordships,  and  was  now  de- 
liyered  by 

Sib  Montag€e  E.  Smith  : — 

This  was  a  cause  originally  brought  in  the  City  of  London  Court 
by  the  Bespondent,  the  owner  of  the  steam-ship  Argos^  for  freight, 
demurrage,  and  expenses  in  respect  of  147  barrels  of  petroleum 
shipped  by  the  Appellant  to  be  carried  from  London  to  Havre. 

Judgment  was  giyen  for  the  Plaintiff  in  the  City  of  London 
Court  for  the  full  amount  claimed,  £135  be.  Si.,  and  affirmed  on 
appeal  by  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  C!ourt,  with  leaye  to  appeal 
to  Her  Majesty  in  C!ounciL 

A  statement  of  agreed  facts  forms  part  of  the  record,  and  the 
following  general  facts  may  be  collected  from  it: — 

The  Argoe  was  one  of  seyeral  ships  employed  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
trade  between  London^  Havre,  and  other  ports  in  the  north  of 
France.  The  Defendant,  under  the  name  of  W.  Homer  (his 
trading  style  being  W.  H.  Brown  dt  Co.),  shipped  the  petroleum 
in  the  Argoe  under  the  following  bill  of  lading : — [His  Lordship 
here  read  the  bill  of  lading,  supra,  p.  136.] 


(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  127 ;  Ibid, 
5  Q.  B.  644. 

(2)  1  Taunt.  300. 

(3)  8  Mooro's  P.  C.  Cases  419. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  225. 
(6)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  222. 

(6)  Uw  Rep.  4  C.  P.  138. 

(7)  7  Ring.  550.} 

(8)  8  Bing.  231. 


(9)  10  Q.  B.  517. 

(10)  Alleyn,  27. 

(11)  8  Durn.  &  East,  259. 

(12)  32  U  J.  (Q.B.)  164. 

(13)  Law  Rep.  2  C.  P.  661» 

(14)  3  M.  d;  S.  267. 

(15)  13  M.  &  W.  487. 

(16)  8  M.  &  W.  834. 

(17)  4  Camp.  327. 


1873 
May  90. 


{ISyZ  B.  &  P.";296,  D. 
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The  ArffoSf  with  a  general  cargo,  sailed  from  London  on  the  6th 
of  December,  and  arrived  in  the  port  of  Havre  at  10*30  P.K.  on 
the  7th.  On  the  following  morning  ''  the  authorities  of  the  port 
of  Havre^*  compelled  the  master  to  remove  the  ship  from  the 
harbour  in  consequence  of  having  petroleum  on  board,  and  he 
then  took  her  to  Honjleur,  and  afterwards  to  TVouvSk,  but  was 
compelled  by  tile  authorities,  for  the  same  reason,  to  leave  those 
ports.  On  the  12th  the  Arffoa  returned  to  Havre,  anchored  in 
the  roads,  and  obtained  permission  to  enter  the  outer  harbour  and 
discharge  the  petroleum  into  a  vessel  or  lighter  there ;  and  it  may 
be  inferred  from  the  statement  that  the  authorities  would  have 
required  it  to  be  re-shipped  in  four  or  five  days.  On  the  same 
day  (the  12th)  the  discharge  took  place,  and  the  petroleum  re- 
mained in  the  harbour  under  the  master's  control  until  the  16th. 
On  that  day  the  Argos,  having  discharged  the  rest  of  her  cargo  at 
the  quay,  was  ready  to  sail  on  her  return  voyage. 

During  this  time  the  bill  of  lading  had  not  been  presented,  nor 
had  any  request  been  made  by  the  Defendant  or  any  holder  of  it 
for  the  delivery  of  the  goods.  The  master,  under  these  circum- 
stances, r^-shipped  the  petroleum,  which  had  been  lying  in  the 
harbour  from  the  12th  to  the  16th,  and  brought  it  back  to 
London,  giving  notice  to  the  Defendant  of  its  arrival.  It  is  stated 
that  the  port  authorities  obliged  the  master  to  make  this  re- 
shipment,  which  obviously  means  that  they  required  the  petro- 
leum to  be  taken  away  from  the  harbour,  either  in  his  own  or 
another  ship.  It  must  have  been  indifferent  to  them  what  ship 
took  it  away. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  the  day  the  ArgoB  sailed  for  London, 
the  Defendant,  without  any  notice  to  the  Plaintiff,  wrote  the  fol- 
lowing letter  to  M.  Genestal,  the  broker  of  the  ship,  at  Havre: — 

**  Monsieur  J3.  Oenestal, 

•*  78,  Bue  d^Orleans,  "  11,  BtUUer  SqiMre, 

"  Havre.  «  6th  December,  1870. 

**  We  beg  to  inform  you  that  we  have  shipped  upon  the  steam- 
ship ili^os 

Washington,  1   147  barrels  of  spirit  of  petroleum. 
1/147         J  21,392  kilogrammes, 

to  order.    These  spirits  are  to  be  sent  to  Messrs.  TuffierS  & 
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Frudhon,  at  Bauen,  and  you  must  not  deliver  them  to  any  peison, 
unless  they  present  the  regular  bill  of  lading  indorsed  by  us. 

''The  freight  and  other  expenses  are  to  be  charged  on  the 
goods. 

'*  Accept^  Monsieur,  our  salutations. 

'*  W.  R  Brawn  &  Co." 

This  letter  did  not  reach  Havre  until  the  9ih. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Plaintiff  that  by  this  letter  the  Defen- 
dant constituted  OenesUd  his  agent  to  deal  generally  with  the 
goods,  and  that  what  was  done  with  them  at  Havre  was  by  his 
authority  as  such  agent.  But»  in  their  Lordships'  view,  such  an 
agency  was  not  created;  in  fact^  the  Argos  was  despatched  to 
Honfiewr  before  Oenestal  had  received  the  letter. 

The  first  question  is,  whether  the  freight  was  earned.  The  bill 
of  lading,  which  forms  the  contract,  describes  the  ship  as  bound 
''for  Havre,^*  and  the  special  and  material  terms  are  the  following, 
yiSL : — ^"the  goods  to  be  taken  out  within  twenty-four  hours  after 
arrival,  or  pay  £10  10a.  arday  demurrage  ....  and  are  to  be 
delivered  in  good  order,  &c.,  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  Havre  .... 
on  paying  freight.*' 

The  master,  as  a  rule,  is  only  bound  to  deliver  cargo  upon  pro- 
duction of  the  bill  of  lading ;  and  it  is  clear  that  freight  may  be 
earned  before  actual  delivery,  if  the  goods  have  been  brought  to 
the  port  of  arrival  ready  to  be  delivered  according  to  the  bill  of 
lading.  The  rule  was  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  delivered  by  Willea,  J.,  in  Ddkin  v.  Oscley  (1),  as 
follows: — "The  true  test  of  the  right  to  freight  is  the  question 
whether  the  service  in  respect  of  which  the  freight  was  contracted 
to  be  paid  has  been  substantially  performed ;  and  according  to  the 
law  of  England,  as  a  rule,  freight  is  earned  by  the  carriage  and 
arrival  of  the  goods,  ready  to  be  delivered  to  the  merchant.'' 
Arrival,  of  course,  means  "at  the  destined  port,"  as  the  next 
passage  of  the  judgment  explains. 

There  is  no  doubt  that,  in  this  case,  the  goods  were  carried  to 
the  destined  port,  and  the  question  is,  whether,  when  they  had 
been  brought  to  the  port,  the  master  was  ready  to  deliver  them 
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tbere^  if  the  merchant  had  been  ready  to  perform  his  part  of  the 
contract  by  taking  them  from  the  ship. 

The  express  contract  of  the  shipowner  is  to  deliver  at  the  port  of 
Havre  ;  that  of  the  merchant  to  **  take  out "  the  goods  there  withm 
twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  or  pay  demurrage.  No  part  of 
the  port  being  expressly  mentioned  for  discharging,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  under  usual  circumstances  the  ship  ought  to  have 
been  brought  to  the  place  in  the  port  where  cargo,  such  as  she 
carried,  is  ordinarily  discharged.  It  is  stated  that  *'  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  business  petroleum  would  be  delivered  on  the  quay  at 
Savre,  on  presentation  of  the  bill  of  lading."  Their  Lordsbips, 
however,  think  that  although  this  may  be  the  ordinaiy  course^  and 
that  in  the  usual  state  of  things  in  the  port,  the  quay  would  have 
been  the  proper  place  for  the  ship  to  have  gone  to  be  discharged, 
yet  that  this  being  an  implied  duty  only,  it  does  not  amount  to  an 
engagement  to  go  there  in  aU  events  and  under  all  circumstances. 
It  may  be  that,  if  the  shipowner  had  expressly  agreed  to  go  to  the 
quay,  he  must  have  been  held  to  a  strict  performance  of  what  he  had 
contracted  to  do ;  but  his  express  contract  is  only  to  deliver  in  the 
port  of  Havre,  and  what  is  a  compliance  with  that  obligation  must 
depend  on  and  vary  with  the  existing  state  of  things  in  the  port 

The  following  observations  on  this  subject  occur  in  the  judg- 
ment of  TindaJ,  C.J.,  in  the  case  of  OaUiffe  v.  Bourne  (1)  : — "  But 
we  know  of  no  general  rule  of  law  which  governs  the  delivery  of 
goods  under  a  bill  of  lading,  where  such  delivery  is  not  expressly 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  bill  of  lading;  except  that  it 
must  be  a  delivery  according  to  the  practice  and  custom  usually 
observed  in  the  port  or  plcu^  of  delivery.  An  issue  raised  upon 
an  allegation  of  such  a  mode  of  deliver;  would  accommodate  itself 
to  the  facts  of  each  particular  case ;  and  would  let  in  every  species 
of  excuse  from  the  strict  and  literal  compliance  with  the  precise 
terms  of  the  bill  of  lading,  which  must  necessarily  be  allowed  to 
prevail  with  reference  to  the  means  and  accommodation  for  landing 
goods  at  different  places ;  the  time  of  the  arrival  and  departure  of 
the  vessel;  the  state  of  the  tide  and  wind;  interruptions  from  acci- 
dental causes ;  and  all  the  other  circumstances  which  belong  to 
each  particular  port  or  place  of  delivery." 

(1)  4  Bing.  (N.C.)  329. 
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The  petroleum  was  not  allowed  to  be  discharged  at  or  near  the 
quay,  apparently  because  munitions  of  war  were  lying  about 
But  the  same  impossibility  of  getting  the  ship  up  to  it  might  have 
arisen,  if  the  quay  had  been  under  repair,  or  the  approach  to  it 
had  been  prevented  by  a  wreck.  It  could  not  be  said  that,  had 
such  accidents  happened,  the  shipowner  would  not  haye  performed 
his  contract  by  being  ready  to  discharge  in  some  other  convenient 
part  of  the  port. 

It  is  true  that  on  the  first  arrival  of  the  Atgo^  at  ILavrt  she  was 
not  permitted  to  stay  anywhere  in  the  port  more  than  a  few  hours ; 
but  on  her  return,  after  her  ineffectual  efforts  at  other  ports,  she 
jiot  only  obtained  permission  to  stay  in  the  outer  harbour,  but  to 
discharge  the  petroleum  there.  This  outer  harbour  is  within  the 
port^  and  is,  as  their  Lordships  understand,  an  artiGcially  pro- 
tected place  where  goods  may  be  conveniently  and  safely  dis- 
'Charged.  The  petroleum  remained  there  for  at  least  four  days, 
during  which  the  delivery  of  it  could  have  been  given,  being, 
as  their  Lordships  think,  a  reasonable  time  for  that  purpose ;  and 
although  the  authorities  would  not  allow  it  to  be  landed  at 
Swwre^  the  Defendant  might  undoubtedly  have  received  it,  if  he 
had  chosen,  in  ^the  harbour,  and  given  it  any  other  destination  he 
pleased. 

But  it  was  further  contended  for  the  Defendant,  that  in  order  to 
perform  his  contract,  the  master  must  not  only  have  been  ready  to 
<ieliver  in  the  port,  but  to  land  the  goods  at  Havre;  or  that,  at  the 
least,  the  Defendant,  on  receiving  them,  must  himself  have  be^i 
able  to  land  them  there ;  and  that  as  this  could  not  be  done,  the 
contract  became  incapable  of  performance,  and  dissolved.  Their 
Lordships  are  not  of  this  opinion.  They  think  the  effect  of  the 
stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading,  '^  The  goods  to  be  taken  out  within 
twenty-four  hours  after  arrival,  or  pay  ten  guineas  a  day  demur- 
rage," was  to  cast  upon  the  Defendant  the  obligation  of  taking 
the  goods  out  of,  or  at  all  events  from,  the  ship,  that  is,  from 
alongside.  The  engagement  of  the  Defendant  to  pay  demurrage 
after  twenty-four  hours  clearly  implies  that  the  parties  contem- 
plated that  the  ship  might  be  detained  by  his  default  to  take  out 
the  goods,  and  that  it  was  not  intended  the  master  should  land  or 
take  the  risk  of  landing  them.    The  prohibition  to  land  the 

^ou  Y.  8  M 


J.  C. 

1872-^ 


Cabgokz 
Gacbxt 

V. 

Bbowv. 


162 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


[KB. 


J.  C. 
1872-3 


Cabooex 
"Abgos." 

Qaxtbet 

V. 

Bbowk. 


petroleum,  therefore^  did  not  prevent  the  Plaintiff  from  fulfilling 
his  part  of  the  contract 

The  note  in  the  margia  of  the  bill  of  lading  relating  to  a  landing 
charge  is  probably  a  printed  form,  and  may  mean  that  goods,  if 
landed,  are  subject  to  such  a  charge ;  but  this  general  notice  can- 
not control  the  special  terms  in  the  body  of  the  bill. 

In  a  recent  case,  Wwuffh  y.  Morris  (1),  a  cargo  of  hay  was 
brought  from  TrouviHe  to  London,  under  charter  and  bill  of  ladings 
which  made  the  hay  deliverable  at  the  port  of  London.    There 
was  a  stipulation  to  the  effect  that  the  cargo  should  be  brought  and 
taken  from  the  ship  alongside.    The  shipper  directed  the  master 
to  proceed  to  a  particular  wharf  in  Dq^ford  Oreeh,  and  the  parties 
contemplated  landing  the  hay  there.    It  turned  out  that  by  an 
Order  in  Council,  onder  the  Catffe  Dkeases  Act,  of  which  they  were 
ignorant,  it  was  made  illegal  to  land  in  JEnglcmd  hay  brought  from 
France.    After  a  long  delay  the  shipper  received  the  hay  into 
another  ship  alongside ;  and  the  action  was  brought  against  him 
for  demurrage  whilst  the  ship  was  detained.    The  defence  set  up 
was  the  illegality  of  the  contract ;  but  Mr.  Justice  Blaelcbum,  in 
delivering  judgment,  made  some  observations  which  bear  on  the 
objection  relied  on  in  this  case,  that  the  contract  of  the  shipowner 
was  not  performed  because  the  petroleum  could  not  be  landed  at 
Havre.    The  learned  Judge  says :  ^*  When  it  turned  out  that  the 
Defendants  had  named  a  place  for  the  performance  of  the  contract, 
where  the  performance  was  impossible  because  illegal,  that  did  not 
put  an  end  to  the  contract  if  the  performance  in  any  other  way 
was  legal  and  practicable.    In  the  present  case  the  performance,, 
by  receiving  the  cargo  alongside  in  the  river  without  landing  at 
all,  was  both  legal  and  practicable."    Again,  *'  It  is  a  mistake  to 
say  the  Plaintiff  intended  that  the  hay  should  be  landed.    He  no- 
doubt  contemplated  and  expected  that  it  would  be;  for  except 
under  very  unusual  circumstances  hay  is  not  brought  into  the 
Thames  for  any  other  object:  but  all  that  the  shipowner  bar* 
gained  for,  and  all  that  he  can  properly  be  said  to  have  intended, 
was  that  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  London,  his  freight  should 
be  paid,  and  the  hay  taken  out  of  his  ship."    The  learned  Judge 
also  says  that  the  Teutonia  (2),  lately  decided  by  this  Committee, 
(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  202.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  llh 
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woold  have  been  precisely  in  point,  if  the  order  in  force  had 
come  into  operation  after  the  contract,  instead  of  before. 

In  Wauffh  v.  Morris  (1)  the  Plaintiff  recoyered  for  the  detention 
of  his  ship,  although  it  was  not  possible  to  land  the  hay  anywhere 
in  the  port  of  Ixmdon.  The  contract  of  the  shipper  in  that  case 
does  not|  in  their  Lordships'  view,  substantially  differ  from  the 
Defendant's  in  the  present. 

It  was  remarked  by  Mr.  Justice  Btaokbum  that  the  hay  might, 
under  some  circumstances,  haye  been  profitably  re-shipped,  and  it 
might  have  so  happened  in  this  case  with  the  petroleum.  It  can 
scarcely  be  contended  that  the  miAter  would  have  been  justified, 
when  he  found  the  petroleum  could  not  be  landed,  in  at  once  leav- 
ing the  port  without  waiting  a  reasonable  time  to  give  to  the 
Defendant  an  opportunity  of  receiving  it  there.  He  might,  even 
if  the  prohibition  had  not  existed,  have  desired  to  send  the  goods 
to  Bouen  or  elsewhere  by  water,  instead  of  landing  them.  Their 
Lordships,  therefore,  think  that  the  means  of  performing  the  con- 
tract were  not  exhausted,  nor  the  contract  dissolved,  when  it  was 
found  the  ship  could  not  be  discharged  at  the  quay  and  the  cargo 
landed ;  and  that  they  ought  to  hold  that  the  master  being  ready 
and  able  to  give  delivery  in  the  harbour,  and  having  kept  the 
goods  a  reasonable  time  there  for  the  purpose,  the  freight  has  been 
earned. 

It  is  admitted  that  both  parties,  when  they  made  the  contract^ 
were  ignorant  of  the  prohibition  against  landing  petroleum, 
and  therefore  no  question  of  intentional  infraction  of  the  law  of 
JFVYifiea  arises. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Plaintiff  that^  as  the  inability  to  land 
arose  from  the  incapacity  of  the  goods,  and  not  of  the  ship,  the 
judgment  of  Sir  WiUiam  Scott  in  The  Fortuna  (2)  was  an  authority 
for  declaring  the  freight  to  be  recoverable,  even  if  the  contract  of 
the  ship  had  been  to  land  the  goods,  or  to  deliver  them  on  land. 
But  as,  in  their  Lordships'  view,  that  is  not  the  contract^  it  is 
unnecessary  for  them  to  consider  whether  the  judgment  for  the 
Plaintiff  could  properly  rest  upon  this  ground. 

The  Counsel  for  the  Defendant  relied  on  some  of  the  reasons 


J.  0. 

1872-3 


Caboo 
"Abqob,** 

Gaudxt 

Bbowv. 


(1)  Law  Bep.  8  Q.  B.  202. 


(2)  Edwards,  66. 


8 


M  2 


164 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


[L.B, 


J.  C. 
H72-8 


Gabqokx 
*'Abqob." 

Gaudit 

V, 

'  Bbo^n. 


giyen  by  the  Judges  in  Ford  v.  Oatesworth  (1).  The  action  in  that 
case  was  for  detaining  the  ship,  and  the  Judges  were  considering 
whether  reasonable  diligence  had  been  used  by  the  merohaut  in 
unloading  the  goods.  The  right  to  freight  did  not  arise,  and  the 
attention  of  the  Judges  was  directed  only  to  the  question  whether, 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case,  unreasonable  delay 
in  discharging  the  ship  had  been  established* 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  compensation  in  the  shape  of  homeward  freight  for 
bringing  the  petroleum  back  to  England.  It  seems  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable inference  from  the  ikcts,  that  after  the  four  days  during 
which  the  petroleum  had  been  lying  in  the  harbour  had  expired, 
the  authorities  would  not  have  allowed  it  to  remain  there.  It  was 
still  in  the  master^s  possession,  and  the  question  is,  whether  he 
should  haye  destroyed  or  saved  it.  If  he  was  justified  in  trying  to 
save  it)  their  Lordships  think  he  did  the  best  for  the  interest  of  the 
Defendant  in  bringing  it  back  to  England.  Whether  he  was  so 
justified  is  the  question  to  be  considered. 

As  pointed  out  by  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  the  same 
kind  of  question  arose  in  Ohritty  y.Bow  (2).  In  that  case 
Sir  James  Mansfidd  says : — ^  Where  a  ship  is  chartered  upon  one 
voyage  outwards  only,  with  no  reference  to  her  return,  and  no  con- 
templation of  a  disappointment  happening,  no  decision,  which  I  have 
been  able  to  find,  determines  what  shall  be  done  in  case  the  voyage 
is  defeated :  the  books  throw  no  light  on  the  subject  The  natural 
justice  of  the  matter  seems  obvious ;  that  a  master  should  do  that 
which  a  wise  and  prudent  man  would  think  most  conducive  to  the 
benefit  of  all  concerned.  But  it  appears  to  be  wholly  voluntary ; 
I  do  not  know  that  he  is  bound  to  do  it ;  and  yet,  if  it  were  a  cai^o 
of  cloth  or  other  valuable  merchandize,  it  would  be  a  great  hard- 
ship that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  cast  it  overboard.  It  is  singular 
.  that  such  a  question  should  at  this  day  remain  undecided." 

The  precise  point  does  not  seem  to  have  been  subsequently 
decided ;  but  several  cases  have  since  arisen  in  which  the  nature 
and  scope  of  the  duty  of  the  master,  as  agent  of  the  merchant, 
Lave  been  examined  and  defined.    (Amongst  others,  IVonson  v. 


(1)  LftT  Bep.  4  Q.  B.  127 ;  Ibid.  5  Q.  B.  5i4. 
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Dent  (1) ;  Ndara  y.  Eetkdefnon  (2) ;  Audralcuian  Navigation  Oom^ 
pany  ▼•  Mane  (3).)  It  results  from  them  that  not  merely  is  a  power 
giyen,  but  a  duty  is  cast  on  the  master  in  many  casesTof  accident 
and  emergency  to  act  for  the  safety  of  the  cargo,  in  such  mamier 
as  may  be  best  under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  may  be  placed ; 
and  tbaty  as  a  correlative  right,  he  is  entitled  to  charge  its  owner 
with  the  expenses  properly  incurred  in  so  doing. 

Most  of  the  decisions  hare  related  to  cases  where  the  accident 
happened  before  the  completion  of  the  voyage ;  but  their  Lord- 
ships think  it  ought  not  to  be  laid  down  that  all  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  master  to  act  for  the  merchant  ceases  after  a  reasonable 
time  for  the  latter  to  take  delivery  of  the  cargo  has  expired.  It 
is  well  established  that,  if  the  ship  has  waited  a  reasonable  time  to 
deliver  goods  from  her  side,  the  master  may  land  and  warehouse 
them  at  Ihe  charge  of  the  merchant ;  and  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  it  would  be  his  duty  to  do  so  rather  than  to  throw  them  over"* 
board.  In  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  goods  could  neither 
be  landed  nor  remain  where  they  were,  it  seems  to  be  a  legitimate 
extension  of  the  implied  agency  of  the  master  to  hold  that,  in  the 
absence  of  all  advices,  he  had  authority  to  carry  or  send  them  on 
to  such  other  place  as  in  his  judgment,  prudently  exercised, 
appeared  to  be  most  convenient  for  their  owner ;  and  if  so,  it  will 
follow  from  established  principles  that  the  expenses  properly 
incurred  may  be  charged  to  him. 

Their  Lordships  have  no  doubt  that  bringing  the  goods  back  to 
England  was  in  fact  the  best  and  cheapest  way  of  making  them 
available  to  the  Defendant,  and  that  they  were  brought  back  at 
less  charge  in  the  Argos  than  if  they  had  been  sent  in  another 


If  the  goods  had  been  of  a  nature  which  ought  to  have  led  the 
master  to  know  that  on  their  arrival  they  would  not  have  been 
worth  the  expenses  incurred  in  bringing  them  back,  a  different 
question  would  arise.  But,  in  the  present  case,  their  value,  of 
which  the  Defendant  has  taken  the  benefit  by  asking  for  and 
obtaining  the  goods,  £eu:  exceeded  the  cost. 

The  authority  of  the  master  being  founded  on  necessity  would 

(1)  8  Moore,  P.  C.  419.  (2)  Law  Bep.  7  Q.  B,  226. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  4  P.  C.  222. 
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not  have  ariseD,  if  he*  conid  have  obtamed  instractions  from  the 
Defendant  or  his  assignees.  But  under  the  circnmstances  this 
was  not  possible.  Indeed  this  point  was  not  relied  on  at  the 
bar. 

Their  Lordships,  for  the  above  reasons,  are  of  opinion  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  made  out  a  case  for  compensation  for  bringing  back 
the  goods  to  Enffland. 

But  they  think  the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the 
amount  claimed  for  demurrage  and  expenses  in  attempting  to 
enter  the  ports  of  Honfleur  and  TrouviUe.  These  efforts  may  have 
been  made  by  him  in  the  interest  of  the  cargo  as  well  as  the  ship; 
but  they  were  made  before  the  ship  was  ready  to  deliver  at  all  in 
the  port  of  Havre,  and  the  expenses  of  this  deviation  and  of  the 
return  to  Havre,  after  permission  had  been  obtained  to  discharge 
there,  must  be  treated  as  expenses  of  the  voyage,  and  not  as 
incurred  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant. 

The  charges  for  the  hire  of  the  vessel  and  of  storing  the  petro- 
leum in  her  at  Havre,  after  permission  had  been  obtained  for  its 
discharge  there,  stand  on  different  ground.  If  the  ship  had  then 
waited  in  the  outer  harbour  with  the  petroleum  on  board,  the 
Defendant  would  have  been  liable  to  pay  demurrage  at  £10  10s. 
a  day.  It  was  obviously,  therefore,  to  his  advantage  under  the 
circumstances  for  the  master  to  hire  the  vessel,  and  thus  relieve 
him  from  the  heavy  demurrage  payable  for  the  detention  of 
the  ship.  The  whole  expense  of  this  operation  appears  to  be  about 
£15  only. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  think  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  outward  freight,  and  the  charge  made  for  the  carriage 
back  to  Enffland,  together  £48  8a.,  and  also  the  £15  for  the  above 
expenses  at  Havre,  in  all  £63  Ss. 

When  their  Lordships  remitted  the  cause,  after  deciding  the 
question  of  jurisdiction,  they  were  told  it  had  been  fully  heard  by 
the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  and  they  presumed  that  the 
judgment  he  was  prepared  to  give  would  be  acquiesced  in.  The 
Defendant^  however,  notwithstanding  the  small  amount  in  dispute, 
applied  for  leave  to  appeal,  which  was  granted  only  on  the  ground 
that  questions  of  law  of  general  importance  were  involved  in  the 
decision.    Having  failed  on  these  questions,  he  ought,  although 
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iJie  decree  will  be  reduced  in  amount^  to  pay  the  costs  of  his 
appeal. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the 
jadgment  given  for  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  be  affirmed,  except  only 
that  the  amount  thereof  should  be  reduced  to  £63  88.  The 
Bespondent  will  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  Julea  Oaudet :  Hessra  CaUarnB,  Jehu^  db  CoMavm. 
Solicitors  for  Walter  Ecmer  Brown :  Messrs.  EecUher  A  Son. 

m 

Solicitors  for  Oeipd  and  others :  Messrs.  Dyke  db  Stokes.  - 
Solicitors  for  Oomforth  and  Another :  Messrs.  Clarkson,  Son,  4b 
'ChreeniffelL 
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AND 


JAMES  BLACKWOOD,  CHAELES  IBBOT- 

SON,  JOHN   GOODMAN,  and  KOBERT  J  EESPONDBaffTS. 
POWER 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  8UPBEMB  COURT  OP  THE  COLONY 

OF  VICTOMA. 

Jicrt^age-^DiatmuUa  en  JSeneiodl  qf  BiU^PaymerUs  on  Afioovmi  of  Live  Stock, 

A.  gave  Mb  aooeptanoe  to  B,  for  £18,700,  payable  (six  months  after  date) 
on  the  5ih  of  Febroaiy,  186  7»  and  it  was  discounted  by  the  Bcmk  rf  O. 

A.  mortgaged  a  station  and  also  mortgaged  the  stock  upon  it  to  J9.  to  secoie 
the  repayment  of  £18,700,  with  interest  at  12^  per  cent,  on  the  day  above- 
mentioned,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  any  bill  which  the  mortgt^e  might 
Teoeive,  take,  make,  or  indorse  by  way  of  renewal  or  in  substitution  for  the 
aooeptanoe,  or  on  account  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  sum  therein  mentioned,  or 
on  any  other  account  incidental  thereta  It  was  also  stipulated  in  the  mort- 
gage of  the  stock  that  if  default  should  be  made  in  pa^^ment  by  the  mort- 
gagor of  the  licence  fees,  or  rent,  charges,  fines,  penalties  and  other  charges 
vhich  should  become  payable  in  respect  of  the  station  or  run,  or  the  stock 
^hereon,  or  in  relation  thereto,  the  mortgagee  might  pay  it,  and  the  run, 
stock,  Ac  should  be  chargeable  therewith. 

The  bill  was  renewed  from  time  to  time,  B,  paying  the  discounts  to  the 
bank  on  A,*i  behalf,  and  debiting  A,  with  the  amount  in  an  account  current 


*  Present:— Sib  Jambs  W.  Colyilb,  Sib  Babnbs  Pbacook,  Sib  Montaoub  E* 
^MTTH,  and  Sib  Bobbbt  P.  Collibb. 


J.C* 
1874 

JuTi.  29. 
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J.  C.  rendered  io  A^  in  which  he  charged  A.  with  interest  and  mercantile  com- 

miaaions  :— 
..^v^  Eeld,  that,  notwithstanding  this  mode  of  keeping  the  aoconnts,  the  amount 

FsMTON  of  the  advances  for  discoants  was  secured  by  the  mortgage : 

*'  Sdd,  also,  that  advances  for  payment  of  government  rent  due  and  for 
'          scab  licences  fof  sheep  might  be  charged  to  the  mortgage,  but  that  sheep- 
wash  could  not. 

X  "ffW  questions  in  this  appeal  arose  upon  exceptions  to  the  Master's 
report  made  under  a  decree  for  an  account  obtained  by  the  Appel- 
lant^ the  second  mortgagee^  against  the  Bespondents,  the  first 
mortgagees.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony,  on  the  hearing 
of  the  exceptions  upon  appeal  from  Mr.  Justice  Mdleaworth,  allowed, 
four  of  the  items  excepted  to^  which  were  the  subject  of  the  appeal 
to  Her  Majesty. 

Mr.  Frederick  Fenton,  a  brother  of  the  Appellant,  was  the  owner 
of  a  station  or  ran  called  Beedy  Lake,  and  of  a  large  stock  of  horses,, 
cattle^  and  sheep.  The  Bespondents,  who  used  the  style  of  Dal' 
getyj  Blackwood^  &  Co.,  were  his  mercantile  agents,  and  in  that 
character  made  advances  and  received  and  paid  money  for  him. 

On  the  2nd  of  August,  1866,  Frederick  Fenton,  in  consideration 
of  an  advance  of  £17,765,  executed  two  mortgages  to  Dcdgety  db 
Oo.f  one  of  the  station  and  the  other  of  the  stock,  to  secure  the 
advance  and  interest  at  12^  per  cent 

The  principal  exception,  viz.,  that  to  the  allowance  of  interest^ 
arose  on  the  mortgage  of  the  station  ;  the  other  three  arose  on  that 
of  the  stock. 

The  station  was  mortgaged  to  DaJgety  dk  Co.,  subject  to  a  provisa 
for  re-conveyance  on  payment  by  the  mortgagor,  on  the  5th  of 
February,  1867,  of  £18,700,  this  sum  including  interest  to  that 
date.  The  deed  contained  a  power  of  sale  in  default  of  payment, 
and  trusts  for  the  application  of  the  proceeds  in  payment  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  at  12^  per  cent.  It  also  contained  the  following: 
provision  :— 

*^  And  whereas  on  the  treaty  for  the  said  loan  it  was  also  agreed 
that  the  said  sum  of  £18,700  should  be  secured  to  the  said  mort- 
gagees  by  a  bill  of  exchange  to  be  dated  the  2nd  day  of  August, 
1866,  and  drawn  by^the  said  mortgagees  by  their  style  or  firm  of 
Balgety,  Blackwood^  dt  Co.  upon  and  accepted  by  the  said  mortgagee 


V. 

Blackwood* 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  m  THE  PRIVT  COUNCIL.  IBS' 

for  the  sum  of  flS^TOO,  and  payable  six  months  after  date ;  and  J.  C, 
aooordingly  the  said  mortgagor  has  accepted  such  bill  of  exchange  1874 
and  delivered  the  same  to  the  said  mortgagees.  Now  this  inden*  Fshton 
tnie  further  witnesseth,  and  it  is  hereby  covenanted,  agreed,  and 
declared  by  and  between  the  said  parties  hereto,  that  these  pre- 
sents^ and  the  several  powers,  provisoes,  declarations,  and  agree- 
ments herein  contained,  shall  extend  and  be  applicable  to  secure 
the  payment  of  any  bill  or  bills  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  or 
notes,  or  other  negotiable  security,  which  the  said  mortgagees  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators,  their  or  his 
assigns,  or  the  said  firm  of  Dalgety  &  Co,^  shall  or  may  at  any  time 
hereafter  receive  or  take,  make  or  indorse,  either  by  way  of  renewal 
of,  or  in  substitution  for,  or  in  payment  or  satisfaction  of  the  said 
bill  of  exchange  for  £18,700,  or  on  account  of  all  or  any  part  of 
the  sum  therein  mentioned,  or  on  any  other  account  whatsoever 
incidental  thereto  or  consequent  thereon,  and  so  on  from  time  to 
time  until  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of  £18,700  and  interest 
thereon  shall  be  actually  paid,  and  that  these  presents  and  the 
specialty  hereof  shall  not  merge  or  prejudice  the  remedy  of  the 
said  mortgagees  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, their  or  his  assigns,  or  the  said  firm  of  Dalgety  dk  Co.,  to 
sue  the  said  Frederick  Fentan  and  recover  judgment  against  him 
upon  the  said  bill  of  exchange  or  otherwise  in  respect  thereof." 

The  advance  of  the  £17,765  was  made  in  cash  by  Dalgety  A  Co., 
being,  in  fact^  the  proceeds  of  the  discount  of  a  bill  for  £18,700  at 
six  months,  drawn  by  Dalgety  dk  Co.  upon  F.  Fenton,  in  conformity 
with  the  mortgage.  This  bill  was  discounted  by  Dalgety  dk  Co. 
with  the  London  Chartered  Bank  of  Australia ;  but  the  discount 
was  not  charged  to  the  mortgagor,  nor  could  it  have  been  charged 
to  him,  because^  by  the  terms  of  the  advance,  the  bill  included 
interest  calculated  up  to  the  day  fixed  for  the  redemption  of  the 
mortgage,  and  if  it  had  been  paid  at  maturity  the  mortgage  debt 
would  have  been  satisfied  and  the  mortgagor  entitled  to  a  re-con- 
veyanoe.  But  it  was  not  so  paid,  and  on  the  5th  of  February, 
1867,  the  day  it  became  due,  a  renewed  bill  was  accepted  by  F. 
Fenton  for  £18,700,  and  given  by  Dalgety  dtCo.to  the  bank,  who 
charged  a  discount  of  10  per  cent  upon  it,  which  Dalgety  A  Co. 
paid.    On  the  8th  of  August,  1867,  a  second  renewed  bill  was  in 
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J.  c.       like  manner  given  to  the  bank,  and  a  like  discount  of  10  per  cent 

ig7i        paid  to  them  by  Dalgety  &  Co.    A  third  renewal  on  similar  terms 

FEinoK      ^^^^  place^  and  another  bill  was  given  on  the  11th  of  August^  1867. 

This  bill  matured  on  the  13th  of  August^  1868,  and  was  then  paid 

by  Dalgety  dk  Co. 

Daring  the  currency  of  this  last  bill,  viz.,  on  the  28th  of  May, 
1868,  F.  Fenion  assigned  all  his  estate  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors. 

In  August,  1868,  Dalgety  dk  Co.,  in  the  exercise  of  their  power 
of  sale,  sold  the  mortgaged  property,  whereupon  the  Appellant,  as 
second  mortgagee,  obtained  the  decree  for  an  account  against  them, 
under  which  the  questions  in  the  appeal  arose. 

The  Master^s  report  allowed  a  sum  of  £3,688  15a.  2d.  for  inte- 
rest on  the  £18,700  from  the  5th  of  August,  1867,  at  the  mortgage 
rate  of  £12  10a.  per  cent  On  exception  being  taken  to  this  item, 
of  the  report,  Mr.  Justice  Moleaworih  sustained  the  exception ;  but 
the  Supreme  Court  overruled  it  and  confirmed  the  Master's  report. 
The  Master's  report  also  allowed  to  the  Eespondents,  as  secured 
by  their  mortgage  security,  certain  sums  disbursed  by  them  in 
respect  of  rent,  scab  licences,  and  sheep-wash ;  and  these  items 
were  also  excepted  to. 

The  sums  disbursed  for  rent  were  in  respect  of  payments  made 
to  the  Government  of  Victoria  on  the  5th  of  January,  1867,  the 
6th  of  July,  1867,  the  6th  of  January,  1868,  and  the  7th  of  July, 
1868,  for  rent  of  the  mortgaged  station,  part  of  the  mortgaged 
property,  which  had  become  due  five  or  six  days  before  the  pay- 
ments were  made.  The  mortgagor  had  at  these  dates  fidled,  and 
was  in  tact  unable  to  pay  the  rent  By  the  provisions  of  the  statutes 
in  force  with  reference  to  land  held  of  the  Government  of  Victoria^ 
if  such  rent  had  remained  unpaid  for  seven  days  after  it  became 
due,  the  occupier  of  the  station  would  have  been  liable  to  a  penalty 
of  £2  for  every  day  that  the  rent  continued  in  arrear,  to  be  added 
to  the  rent  which  might  be  levied  by  distress,  and  if  it  had  con- 
tinued in  arrear  for  one  month  the  property  would  have  become 
liable  to  forfeiture. 

The  scab  licences  charged  for  were  papers  which,  under  Colonial 
Acts,  it  became  necessary  to  obtain  in  consequence  of  the  sheep 
upon  the  station  (which  sheep  were  included  in  the  mortgage) 
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haying  become  infected  with  disease ;  and  in  order  to  avoid  a  heayy       J.  C. 
fine  under  the  provisions  of  the  Prevention  of  Diseases  {Anvmdlij        1874 
Statutey  1864,  these  licences  were  obtained  by  and  at  the  expense  of     fjdtion 
the  BespondentSi  the  mortgagor  having  failed  to  obtain  them,  and  ^i^^^'^ood. 
being,  in  fiust,  nnable  to  pay  the  necessary  charges.  

The  charges  for  sheep-wash  were  in  respect  of  materials  sup- 
plied in  order  to  be  used  on  the  mortgaged  property  for  the  purpose 
of  curing  the  disease  which  had  broken  out  amongst  the  sheep. 

The  mortgage  of  the  stock  contained  the  following  covenant : — 

^  And,  further,  that  the  said  mortgagor,  his  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, shaU  and  will,  during  the  continuance  of  this  security, 
well  and  truly  conform  to,  observe,  perform,  and  comply  with  all 
the  laws  and  regulations  for  the  time  being  in  force  and  operation, 
within  the  said  colony  of  Vidoria,  for  the  management  of  runs,  or 
the  stock  and  animals  for  the  time  being  thereon,  or  in  relation 
thereto  respectively,  including  (amongst  others)  The  Prevention  of 
Diseases  of  Animals  Statute,  1864,  and  particularly  so  far  as  such 
laws  and  regulations  respectively  shall  or  may  apply  to  the  said 
station  or  run  called  Beedy  Lake,  and  the  sheep,  cattle,  horses,  and 
other  live  stock  depasturing  thereon.  And  also  will,  from  time  to 
time,  pay  all  licence  fees  or  rents,  assessments,  fines,  penalties,  and 
other  charges,  which  shall  become  payable  in  respect  of  the  said 
station  or  run,  or  the  stock  for  the  time  being  thereon,  or  in  rela- 
tion thereto.  And  will  not  do  or  suffer  to  be  done,  or  omit  to  do, 
any  act,  matter,  or  thing  whereby  the  said  licence  of  the  said 
station  or  run  may  become  or  be  liable  to  become  void  or  avoid- 
able, or  liable  to  be  withdrawn  or  forfeited,  or  the  said  sheep, 
cattle,  horses,  and  other  live  stock,  chattels,  effects,  and  things, 
may  be  or  be  liable  to  be  levied  or  distrained  upon  by  any  process 
of  law  or  otherwise.  And  if  default  shall  be  made  in  payment  by 
the  said  mortgagor,  his  executors  or  administrators,  of  the  licence 
fee  or  rent,  charges,  fines,  penalties,  and  assessments  aforesaid,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  (but  not  obligatory  on)  the  said  mortgagees,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  his  executors  or  administrators,  their  or  his 
assigns,  to  pay  the  same,  and  the  said  run,  sheep,  cattle,  horses, 
chattels,  and  premises  expressed  to  be  hereby  assigned,  as  well  as 
those  which  shall  be  taken  possession  of  under  the  power  herein- 
before contained,  shall  be  charged  and  chargeable  with,  and  be  a 
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J.  c.       secnrity  for  the  repayment  to  them  or  him  of  all  such  sum  or  sums 

1874        of  money  as  they  or  he  shall  pay  or  expend  for  or  in  respect  of 

jFtsTov     ^^^  licence  fee^  rent,  charges,  fines,  penalties,  and  assessments, 

BuMxw        together  with  interest  on  the  same  sum  and  sums  at  the  rate  of 

— —        £12  IOb.  per  centum  per  annum,  to  be  computed  from  the  time  or 

respective  times  of  payment  thereof.    And  the  said  run,  sheep, 

cattle,  horses,  and  premises  shall  not  be  redeemable  until  payment 

as  well  of  such  sum  or  sums  and  interest  as  of  the  other  moneys- 

hereby  secured." 

The  sums  paid  to  the  bank  by  way  of  discount  on  each  of  the 
three  occasions  of  the  renewal  of  F.  FentorCs  bills  were  advanced 
for  that  purpose  by  Dalgety  db  Co^  who  were  his  agents,  and  sold 
produce  for  him  and  made  advances,  and  instead  of  keeping  a 
separate  account  of  the  moneys  secured  by  the  mortgage,  they  in* 
eluded  their  advances  for  discount  and  the  advances  on  account  of 
rent,  scab  licences,  and  sheep-wash,  in  the  same  account  with  their 
other  transactions  (which  account  was  produced  to  him),  debiting 
him  with  interest  and  mercantile  commissions  upon  them. 

Such  having  been  the  transactions  between  the  parties,  the  mortr 
gagees,  as  already  mentioned,  exercised  their  powers  of  sale,  and  a 
second  mortgagee  having  filed  his  bill  for  an  account,  the  decision 
was  given  from  which  the  present  appeal  was  brought 


Mr.  FUzjames  Stephen,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  H.  O.  Hardy ^  for  the 
Appellant : — 

The  question  is  whether  the  moneys  advanced  by  Datgehf  <&  Co.y 
not  to  Fentan^  but  to  the  bank  on  behalf  of  Fenian^  and  which  they 
debited  to  Fenton  in  account,  were  advanced  to  Fenton  simply  in 
account  current,  on  his  personal  security,  or  were  advanced  on  the 
security  of  the  mortgage.  We  say  that  the  payment  of  the  dis- 
counts was  payment  of  interest  on  the  mortgage,  and  that  Feniotk 
in  effect  borrowed  this  money  from  Dcdgeiy  di  Co.  on  his  personal 
security,  as  he  might  from  any  one  else,  to  enable  him  to  pay  that 
interest. 

The  interest  on  the  mortgage  was  virtually  satisfied  by  the  dis- 
counts paid  to  the  bank  on  the  renewed  bills  which  had  been 
debited  to  F.  Fenton  by  Dalgdy  &  Co.  in  their  general  accounta 
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with  him.    Although  Dalgdy  &Oo.m  fiact  found  the  money,  they       J.  C. 
ought  to  be  considered,  in  accordance  with  their  own  accountSi  as        1874 
having  paid  the  discounts,  not  as  mortgagees,  but  as  FeniotCs     fehton 
agents,  and  the  money  advanced  by  them  for  the  purpose  ought  bi^^^^qod. 

to  be  treated  as  loans  to  him  on  his  personal  security,  and  the        

way  in  which  they  kept  the  accounts  shews  that  this  was  their 
imderstanding  of  the  transaction. 

They  made  rests  nearly  quarterly,  and  debited  Fefdon  with  the 
balance,  and  then  carried  on  the  balance  into  a  new  account,  so 
that  after  a  short  time  the  account  charged  compound  interest  on 
all  advances  made  by  them ;  which  a  mortgagee  would  not,  as  such, 
le*  entitled  to  charge.  The  amount  exceeds  12^  per  cent,  per 
annum. 

Large  sums  of  money  were  from  time  to  time  received  by 
Dcigety  &  Co.,  as  agents  for  Frederick  Fenion^  in  respect  of  wool 
transactions  and  otherwise,  and  were  from  time  to  time  credited  to 
him  in  the  accounts ;  and  although,  at  the  date  of  the  assignment 
executed  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  a  considerable 
balance  was  due  from  him  to  DoHgety  &  Co.,  upon  the  general 
result  of  the  transactions  between  him  and  them,  the  several  sums 
•advanced  by  Dalgdy  &  Co.  for  renewing  the  said  bills,  and  likewise 
the  interest  and  commission  charged  thereon,  were^  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  Clayton's  Case  (1),  paid  and  discharged  by  means  of  the 
mibsequent  receipts  to  a  larger  amount,  as  shewn  by  the  accounts 
rendered  to  the  said  Frederick  FerUon,  and  all  interest  due  under 
the  mortgage  securities  held  by  the  Bespondents  was  thus  satisfied 
wp  to  the  13th  of  August,  1868. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
ordinary  rule  as  to  the  appropriation  of  payments  to  the  earlier 
<iebt8.  There  is  no  charge  on  the  principal  or  renewals,  only  on 
the  interest.  Moese  v.  SaU  (2)  is  more  in  our  £a.vour  than  in  favour  of 
the  Bespondents.  The  payments  for  rent^  scab  licences  and  sheep- 
wash  are  not  chargeable  under  the  mortgage,  which  was  made 
merely  to  secure  the  amount  of  the  bill.  In  ordinary  mortgage 
transactions  interest  runs  from  the  date  of  the  mortgage.  Here 
it  is  charged  from  the  due  date  of  the  bill.  The  money  was  actually 
advanced,  not  by  the  mortgagees,  but  by  the  bank.  The  Bespon- 
(1)  1  Merivale,  572.  (2)  Zi  Beav.  268. 
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J.  0.       dents  (setting  aside  their  advances  as  FentovCs  agents)  paid  nothing 

1874       till  the  last  renewed  bill  fell  due,  and  cannot  claim  interest  for  the 

Ymrw     period  before  they  were  called  on  to  pay.    Then  they  sold  the 

Blackwood   ni^rtgag^d  property.    According  to  the  account  they  get  interest 

larger  than  that  secured  by  the  deed.  Payments  by  the  mortgagee 

while  the  mortgagor  was  in  fall  management  of  the  property,  not 
accompanied  by  any  communication  with  the  mortgagor,  can  only 
be  considered  as  made  on  the  personal  credit  of  the  mortgagor. 
The  interest  charged  on  the  account  current  cannot  be  removed 
from  the  account  furnished  and  charged  against  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  N.  lAndley^  Q.C.,  Mr.  /.  D.  Wood  (with  whom  was  Mr. 
Btirling)  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  Bespondents  have  not  proved  against  FenUm^s  estate  for 
anything  that  they  now  seek  to  charge  against  the  mortgage.  The 
payments  for  discounting  were  in  reality  made,  not  by  Fenion  but 
by  the  mortgagees  themselves,  and  therefore  fall  within  the  terms  of 
the  mortgage.  It  appears,  on  examination  of  the  items,  that  no  cash 
has  come  to  the  hands  of  the  Bespondents  that  could  be  attributed 
to  that  mortgage.  The  cash  balances  carried  on  are  not  balances  that 
came  to  the  hands  of  the  Bespondents.  The  only  cash  that  they 
received  consisted  of  proceeds  of  sales.  All  the  moneys  which 
they  received  on  account  of  the  sale  of  wool  were  pledged,  and  Gmi' 
tan's  Case  (1)  does  not  apply :  Stovdat  v.  Bade  (2).  All  the  charges 
which  form  the  subject  of  the  third  exception  fall  within  the  terms  of 
the  mortgage  deed.  Even  if  commission  has  been  unduly  charged  in 
the  Bespondent's  accounts,  that  does  not  bar  their  claim  for  interest. 
They  could  recover  upon  the  accounts  when  correctly  made  np. 
Commission  previous  to  February,  1867,  is  not  now  daimed.  It  is 
not  probable  that  money  would  be  advanced  on  mere  personal 
security.  Merchants  in  AudraUa  always  get  wool  when  they  make 
advances.  Fenton  could  not  pay  the  rent,  and  the  provisions  of 
the  Statute  as  to  contagious  diseases  of  cattle  were  stringent.  If  an 
action  had  been  brought  on  the  covenant  for  payment  of  interest, 
what  plea  could  have  been  set  up  ?  Interest  was  not  paid,  nor 
any  benefit  received  on  account  or  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt.  No 
bill  was  given  for  the  interest  of  the  debt,  nor  did  the  Bespondents 

(1)  1  Mer.  672.  (2)  4  Bing.  154 
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ever  giye  up  their  claim  under  the  mortgage  for  interest.  The  new  J.  C. 

bill  did  not  destroy  the  old :  Lumley  v.  Musgrave  (1) ;  Florence  1874    . 

y.  Jenings  (2).    Getting  judgment  for  the  principal  is  not  a  for-  FjanoN 

feitare  of  a  claim  for  interest.    As  to  the  other  payments  made  by  -q^j^^^^j^ 

the  mortgagees^  the  mortgagor  knew  he  could  not  pay  rent ;  he  — — 
had  coyenanted  to  pay  the  money,  and  he  needed  no  further  notice. 

lir.  Fitzjames  Stephen^  Q.C.9  in  reply. 
Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  deliyered  by 

« 

Sib  Bobebt  P.  Collieb,  who,  after  stating  the  facts  of  the  case, 
proceeded  as  follows : — 

The  first  question  in  the  appeal  is,  whether  the  sum  of 
£3688  15&  2i.  was  rightly  allowed  for  interest  on  the  £18,700 
from  the  5th  of  August,  1867,  at  the  mortgage  rate  of  £12  IO5. 
per  cent. 

F.  Fenionj  in  point  of  fact,  paid  off  no  part  either  of  the  prin- 
cipal or  interest  secured  by  the  mortgage,  unless,  as  was  con- 
tended by  the  Appellant,  the  interest  was  yirtually  satisfied  by  the 
discounts  paid  to  the  bank  on  the  renewed  bills,  which  had  been 
debited  to  F.  FerUon  by  Dalgely  d  Co.  in  their  general  accounts 
with  him.  It  was  contended  that,  although  Dalgeiy  dk  Co.  had  in 
&ct  found  the  money,  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  haying  paid 
the  discounts  as  Fentons  agents,  and  that  the  money  advanced  by 
them  for  the  purpose  ought  to  be  treated  as  loans  to  him  on  his 
personal  security.  The  accounts  rendered  by  JDalgeiy  &  Co.  sup- 
ported, it  was  said,  this  view  of  the  transaction ;  and  undoubtedly 
Dalgeiy  db  Co.,  who  acted  as  mercantile  agents  for  J^.  Fenton  in 
selling  produce  and  making  adyances,  included  these  discounts  in 
the  same  account  with  their  other  transactions,  debiting  him  with 
interest  and  mercantile  commission  upon  them. 

It  was  properly  conceded  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Respondents, 
that  if  the  discounts  had  been  really  paid  by  F.  Fenlon,  such 
payments  would  haye  enured  in  satisfaction  of  the  interest  on  the 
mortgage  debt ;  because  payments  of  the  discounts  by  him  would 
haye  been  a  mode  of  paying  interest  on  the  amount  of  the  bill, 
and  the  bill  was  only  another  security  for  that  debt.    But  their 

« 

(1)  4  Bing.  N.  C.  9.  (2)  2  C.  B.  (N.S.)  454. 


V. 
fiLACKlKOOD. 
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J.  0.       Lordships  think  it  cannot  possibly  be  afiKrmed  that  pa^rmaits 
1874        made  by  the  mortgagees  themselves  for  discounting  the  bills  would 

Fbnton     so  operate. 

Nor  can  the  contention  in  their  Lordships'  yiew  be  sustained, 
that  the  discounts  should  be  treated  as  new  loans  made  by  Dalgety 
&  Co.  to  F.  Fentcm  on  his  personal  security,  so  that  payment  by 
them  of  the  discounts  became  equivalent  to  payment  of  these 
charges  by  him.  The  accounts  referred  to  no  doubt  afford  some 
evidence  to  this  effect ;  but  when  it  is  considered  that  the  mort- 
gage deed  provides  that  a  bill  should  be  given  for  the  debt,  and 
contemplates  renewals  of  it,  and  that  the  mortgage  was  given  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  not  only  the  principal  debt  represented  by 
the  bill,  but  the  interest  upon  it,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  Dal- 
gety  dk  Co.  by  rendering  these  accounts  meant  to  abandon  the 
security  of  the  mortgage,  and  trust  only  to  the  personal  credit  of 
their  mortgagor  for  the  interest.  The  accounts  appear  to  have 
been  made  out  in  ordinary  course  as  between  merchants,  to  shew 
the  general  state  of  their  dealings,  but  it  ought  not  to  be  presumed 
that  this  form  of  statement  was  intended  to  alter  the  substance  of 
the  transactions  between  them,  so  as  to  make  the  debit  of  the 
sums  paid  for  discount  operate  as  satisfaction  of  the  interest 
secured  by  the  mortgage. 

If  the  account  containing  the  charges  for  discount  had  been 
paid  by  F.  FenUm^  such  payment  would,  no  doubt,  have  been 
equivalent  to  his  having  himself  discounted  the  bills;  and,  upon 
this  view,  it  was  contended  as  a  further  point  by  the  Appellants' 
Counsel,  that  there  were  entries  in  the  accounts  of  moneys  received 
from  F.  Fenton  subsequent  to  the  entries  of  the  discounts,  which, 
according  to  the  principle  of  ClaytofCs  Casey  operated  as  payment 
of  them.  But  on  an  examination  of  the  entries  referred  to  during 
the  argument,  it  appeared  that  the  moneys  to  which  they  related 
ought  to  be  appropriated  to  other  specific  advances,  and  this  con- 
tention consequently  failed  upon  the  facts. 

The  result  is  that,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  Bespondents 
are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage  iu  respect  of  the 
interest  on  the  principal  debt  secured  by  it,  and  that  the  exception 
to  the  Master's  Beport  allowing  such  interest  has  been  rightly 
overruled  by  the  Supreme  Court 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIYY  COUNCIL.  177 

The  questions  on  the  other  three  items  excepted  to,  arise  under       J.  c. 
a  covenant  in  the  mortgage  of  the  stock,  which  provides  that  cer-       1874 
tain  payments,  if  made  by  the  mortgagee,  shall  become  a  charge     Fsnton 
on  the  stock.    It  is  as  follows : — [His  Lordship  here  stated  the  blajj^^^^ 
terms  of  the  covenant^  antey  p.  168.]  — 

First,  as  to  rent.  The  Master  allowed  the  mortgagees  three 
payments  they  had  made  on  this  account,  amounting  togetber  to 
upwards  of  £1200. 

It  was  not  denied  that  the  mortgagees  had  power  by  the  above 
clause  to  pay  the  rent  and  add  it  to  their  mortgage  debt,  if  the 
mortgagor  failed  to  pay  it.  But  it  was  said  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  rent  was,  in  fact,  paid  by  Dalgety  it  Co.,  because 
of  the  default  of  the  mortgagor;  and  fiirther  that,  as  in  the 
accounts  above  referred  to,  these  payments  were  debited  to  the 
mortgagor,  with  interest  and  commission  thereon,  Balgety  &  Co. 
must  be  taken  to  have  paid  the  rent  as  agents  merely  for  Fenton, 
and  not  as  mortgagees  under  the  clause  above  set  out. 

Their  Lordships  find  little  difiBculty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion 
of  fact  that  i''.  FenUm  failed  to  pay  the  rent.  Thereupon  Balgety 
4t  Co.  had  authority,  under  the  mortgage,  to  do  so,  and  did,  in 
fact,  pay  it  to  prevent  forfeiture.  It  would  require  strong  evidence 
to  prove  that,  having  the  power  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage 
security,  they,  in  fact,  made  the  payments,  not  as  mortgagees,  but 
as  agents  of  Fenlon,  on  his  personal  credit  only.  The  accounts  in 
which  these  payments  are  debited,  with  charges  for  interest  and 
commissions,  are  relied  on  for  this  proofl  But  it  seems  to  their 
Lordships  it  would  be  giving  a  greater  effect  to  these  accounts 
than  the  parties  intended  if  such  a  conclusion  were  to  be  drawn 
from  them.  They  appear,  as  abeady  stated,  to  be  made  out  ac- 
cording to  the  custom  of  merchants  acting  for  a  principal,  to  shew 
the  general  state  of  the  account ;  and  it  ought  not  to  be  inferred 
from  them,  without  other  evidence,  that  Dalgety  dt  Co.  intended 
to  give  up  the  special  securities  they  might  have  in  respect  of  any 
items  contained  in  them.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Fenion  in- 
structed them  to  pay  the  rents  as  his  agents ;  and,  in  the  absence 
of  such  instructions,  their  Lordships  think  it  cannot  be  inferred 
that  they  made  the  payments  merely  as  such  agents,  and  elected 

to  abandon  their  right  to  resort  to  their  mortgage  security  in 
Vol.  V.  3  N 
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J.  0.       respect  of   them.      They  are  of   opinion,   therefore,  that  the 

1874       Supreme  Court  was  right  in  oyeri*uling  the  exception  to  the  allow* 

ynnos     ^^oe  of  the  rent. 

Blackwood.       -"^^  ^^^  remaining  items  excepted  to,  yiz.,  the  sums  paid  for 

^"-        scab  licences  and  for  sheep-wash,  raise  the  further  question,  whether 

they  are  payments  that  the  mortgagees  had  authority  to  make, 

upon  the  mortgagor's  default,  under  the  above  clause. 

With  respect  to  the  scab  licences.  The  words  ^'licence  fees"  in 
the  clause  do  not,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  include  sums  paid 
for  such  licences,  but  refer  to  fees  in  the  nature  of  rents  payable  in 
respect  of  land  or  pasturage  licences.  The  other  words  of  the  clause 
which  are,  it  was  contended,  sufficient  to  comprehend  them  are^ 
**  charges  which  shall  become  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  station 
or  run,  or  the  stock  for  the  time  being  thereon,  or  in  relation 
thereto."  The  construction  may  admit  of  some  doubt,  but  their 
Lordships,  on  the  whole,  think  that  the  sums  paid  for  the  scab 
licences  are  charges  payable  in  respect  of  the  stock  within  the 
meaning  of  these  words.  The  provisions  of  the  Colonial  Act, 
The  Prevention  of  Diseases  of  Animals  Statvie^  1864,  sects.  15  & 
16,  require  owners  of  infected  sheep  to  obtain  licences  from  the 
Inspector  to  keep  them,  and  to  pay  certain  fees  upon  such  licences, 
and  in  de&ult  a  penalty  of  2s,  for  each  sheep  is  imposed  on  such 
owners ;  and,  by  the  25th  section,  in  case  the  penalty  is  not  paid, 
two  justices  may  order  the  sheep  to  be  sold.  It  appears  to  their 
Lordships  that  these  provisions  imposed  a  statutable  obligation  on 
the  mortgagor  to  obtain  licences  for  the  infected  sheep  and  to  dis- 
charge the  fees  payable  upon  them,  and  that  these  sums  are^ 
therefore,  charges  payable  in  respect  of  the  stock,  which  the  mort- 
gagor was  by  law  bound  to  pay,  and,  on  his  de&ult»  the  mortgagees 
were  authorized  to  pay  by  virtue  of  the  clause.  The  exception  to 
their  allowance  has,  consequently,  been  rightly  overruled  by  the 
Supreme  Court. 

The  exception  to  the  sums  paid  for  sheep-wash  must,  their  Lord- 
ships think,  be  allowed*  These  payments  are  clearly  not  within 
the  terms  of  the  clause  in  question ;  and,  as  the  mortgagees  had 
not  taken  possession  at  the  time  they  were  made,  there  is  no 
ground  on  which  they  can  be  considered  to  be  a  charge  on  the 
mortgaged  property. 
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Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  Order       J.  0. 
of  the  Supreme  Court  ought  to  be  varied  'as  to  the  payments  for       1874 
sheep-wash,  and  so  much  of  the  Order  as  overruled  the  exception     fmiton 
to  them  reversed,  and  such  exception  allowed ;  and  that,  as  to  the  b^^q^'^ 
rest  of  the  Order  appealed  from,  that  it  ought  to  be  affirmed.  — 

The  Appellant,  although  failing  in  his  appeal  upon  the  most 
important  exceptions,  has  sncceeded  upon  one,  involving  a  sub- 
stantial amount  Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships 
think  that  each  party  should  pay  his  own  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solidtois  for  the  Appellant :  Wadeson  <t  Malleson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Murray  &  EuieMns. 


May  13,  14, 

15; 

June  19. 


THE  ATTORNEY^ENEBAL  OF  OXJR  LADY|  j.  c. 

THE  QUEEN  fob  the  COLONY  OF  HONG} Appellant;       wts 
KONG ) 

KWOK-A-SING Rbspohdbnt. 

OS  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  SUPBEMB  OOUBT  OF  HONG  KONG  (1). 

Bang  Kong  Ordinance^  No.  2  qf  1850— 2Vea<y  <f  the  Bogue— Treaty  of  TienUin 
— Extradition  qf  Crimituds — InierpreteUion  of  the  Words  "  Crimea  and 
Offences  against  the  Laws  of  China  ^'—Definition  of  Piracy  jure  gentium 
— Baheas  Carpus  Act^  s,  6. 

It  is  a  provision  of  the  Hong  Kong  Ordinance,  No.  2  of  1850,  that,  where 
it  may  appear  to  a  magistrate  or  Court  that  there  is  probable  cause  for 
believing  that  a  Chinese,  who  has  taken  refuge  at  Hong  Kong^  has  committed 
**  any  crime  or  offence  against  the  laws  of  China^  he  may  be  imprisoned 
with  a.yiew  to  his  being  surrendered  to  the  Government  of  China: — 

Bdd^  that  the  words  '*  crime  or  offence  **  must  be  limited  to  those  ordi- 
nary crimes  and  offences* which  are  ptknishable  by  the  laws  of  all  nations,, 
and  which  are  not  peculiar  to  the  laws  of  China^  such  as  murder,  robbery,, 
theft,  or  arson,  committed  by  a  Chinese  within  Chinese  territory,  or  in  Chinese 
ships  on  the  high  seas ;  piracy,  moreover,  in  certain  circumstances  would 


*  Pmefen^.*— Sib  J.  COlvilb,   Sir  K.  PmLLnfOBB,    Thx   Loed    Jubtigb 
MsLLUBy  Sib  Babhbb  Piaooox,  and  8ni  Mqhtaoub  E.  Siqth.  . 


(X)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore^  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  report. 
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come  within  the  OrdinaDoe,  as  for  example  if  a  Chinese  went  from  the  Chinese 
coast  to  plunder  ships  at  sea,  returning  again  to  China  with  his  plunder. 

Where  a  Chinese,  who  had  taken  refuge  in  Eong  Kong,  was  accused  of 
having  pi^viously  murdered  a  French  captain  of  a  French  ship  at  sea,  it  was 
held  that  he  could  not  be  imprisoned  and  delivered  up  to  the  Chinese 
Goyernment  under  the  Ordinance ;  on  two  grounds — 1.  That  it  could  not  be 
assumed  without  eyidence,  that  there  was  any  law  in  China  to  punish  a 
Chinese  subject  for  a  murder  committed  upon  a  foreigner  within  foreign  terri- 
tory ;  and,  2.  That,  even  if  it  could  be  so  assumed,  still  the  offence  haying 
been  committed  within  French  territory,  ought  to  be  treated  as  an  offence 
against  French  and  not  as  an  offence  agaiust  Chinese  law. 

Where  some  of  a  large  number  of  Chinese  coolies,  who  were  being  taken 
from  China  to  Peru  in  a  French  ship,  killed  the  captain  and  seyeral  of  the 
French  crew,  and  then  took  the  ship  back  to  China,  they  were  held  to  haye 
been  guilty  of  piracy  yurtf^n^wm.  But  the  piracy  was  held  not  to  be  an 
offence  against  the  law  of  China  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordinance.  If 
they  committed  an  act  against  the  municipal  law  of  any  nation,  it  was  against 
that  of  France  ;  and  if  they  were  punishable  by  the  law  of  China,  it  was 
only  because  they  had  committed  an  act  of  piracy,  which  Jure  gentium  is 
justiciable  eyerywhere. 

One  of  these  coolies,  who  had  taken  refuge  at  Hong  Kong,  had  been  im- 
prisoned with  a  yiew  to  being  surrendered  to  the  Chinese  Ooyemment  on  the 
ground  of  his  haying  feloniously  seized  the  ship  at  sea  and  murdered  some  of 
the  orew,  and  had  been  brought  up  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpue,  and  discharged 
by  the  Chief  Justice  of  Eong  Kong,  Thereupon  he  was  again  arrested  on  a 
warrant  for  piracy  jure  gentium.  On  being  brought  up  again  on  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  he  was  again  discharged  by  the  Chief  Justice,  on  the  ground 
that  he  had  been  committed  a  tocond  time  for  the  same  cyffenoe^  contrary  to 
the  6th  section  of  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act.    On  appeal  it  was 

Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  the  first  order  of  discharge  should 
"be  upheld,  but  that  the  second  order  of  discharge  should  be  reyersed. 

The  6th  section  of  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  applies  only  where  the  second 
jtrrest  vs  substantially  for  the  same  cause  as  the  firsts  so  that  the  return  of 
the  second  writ  of  Juibeas  corpus  raises  for  the  Court  the  same  question  with 
reference  to  the  yalidity  of  the  grounds  of  detention  as  the  first 

The  Chief  Justice  haying  been  of  opinion  that  the  ship  was  a  slaye  ship,  and 
that  the  coolies  were  justified  in  killing  the  captain  and  crew  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  their  liberty;  the  Judicial  Committee  thought  the  eyidenoe 
before  him  did  not  proye  this. 

Piracy  defined  as  ''robbery  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty." 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  two  orders  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Hong  Kong,  whereby  Kwok-chSing,  a  Chinese  coolie,  was  twice 
released  from  custody  on  writs  of  Jutheas  earpua. 

On  the  30th  of  September,  1870,  a  French  vessel,  called  La 
NauveiUe  PMhpe,  sailed  from  Maeaa^  in  China,  with  810  coolie 
emigrants,  indudiug  KwoTc-a-Sing,  bound  for  Peru  in  S<mih  America. 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  181 

These  emigrants  were  shipped  in  conformity  with  certain  regula-       J.  c. 

tions  in  force  at  Macao  in  relation  to  Chinese  emigration,  and  had        i873 

before  embarkation  complied  with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  the    attotnet- 

law  of  Maeao,  and  declared  their  willingness  to  emigrate  on  the  o«NTOALiron 

conditions  contained  in  certain  contracts  signed  by  them.    From     op  Hong 

the  "  barracoon,"  where  they  were  kept  for  a  time,  they  were  taken         ,,. 

on  board  the  ship  in  boats  guarded  by  Portuguese  soldiers.     On  ^^wok-a-Sinq. 

board,  they  were  kept  below  at  night,  but  by  day  they  were  allowed 

to  be  on  deck  in  the  fore  part  of  the  ship.    Separating  them  from 

the  crew  were  strong  barriers  across  the  deck,  with  a  cannon  at 

each  door  of  the  barrier.    From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that 

about  100  of  the  coolies  complained  of  being  kidnapped,  but 

Kwok-a-Sing  was  not  one  of  those  who  so  complained.    Kwok-a- 

Sing  and  seven  other  emigrants  were  selected  by  the  captain  at 

the  commencement  of  the  voyage  to  act  as  head  men  or  corporals 

for  the  purpose  of  keeping  order  among  the  coolies ;  and  for  this 

they  each  received  a  salary  in  addition  to  the  advance  money. 

On  the  4th  of  October,  1870,  when  the  yessel  was  at  sea,  Ewok" 
OrSing  and  seyeral  of  the  other  coolies  made  a  sudden  attack  on 
the  captain  and  others  of  the  crew,  killed  them,  and  threw  their 
bodies  overboard;  they  then  took  possession  of  the  ship,  and 
compeUed  the  remaining  seamen  to  conduct  it  back  to  China. 
They  then  landed  and  abandoned  the  ship.  Some  of  the  coolies 
were  arrested  in  China  and  tried  there.  But  KwohorSing^  for 
whose  apprehension  a  reward  was  offered,  went  to  Hong  Kong. 
There  he  was  arrested  and  charged  before  a  magistrate  as  a  sus- 
picious character  and  a  person  dangerous  to  the  peace  and  good 
Older  of  the  colony.  Whilst  he  was  so  under  arrest,  on  the  3rd  of 
February,  1871,  a  letter  was  addressed  by  the  Colonial  Secretary 
to  the  magistrate,  stating  that  an  application  had  been  received 
from  Her  Majesty^s  Consul  at  Canton^  claiming  on  behalf  of  the 
Chinese  authorities  the  rendition  of  Kioolc-OrSing.  Accordingly,  at 
the  close  of  the  investigation,  he  was  committed  to  prison  under 
the  foUowing  warrant : — 

**  Charles  Ifay,  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the  Peace 
for  the  said  colony,  to  H.  Manakey,  Constable  of  Police  in  the  said 
colony,  and  to  the  Superintendent  or  Keeper  of  the  Gaol  of  Victoria 
in  the  said  colony. 
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J.  0.  **  Whereas  the  above-mentioned  Defendant  was  on  this  date 

1S73       duly  convicted  before  Charles  May^  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
attorkbt-   J^istioes  of  Peace  for  the  said  colony,  for  that  a  communication 
^^^^^  ^^  having  been  received  requiring  the  rendition  of  the  Defendant,  on 
OF  HoKo     behalf  of  the  Chinese  Qovemment  as  a  subject  of  China,  who  has 
r,         committed  certain  crimes  and  offences  against  the  laws  of  Chitut 
Kwok-a-Spq.  jjy  participating  in  the  murder  of  a  portion  of  the  crew  of  the 
French  ship  Nouvdle  FinSlope^  and  it  appearing  to  me,  upon  in- 
vestigation of  the  case,  that  there  is  cause  to  believe  that  the  said 
Defendant  is  a  subject  of  China,  and  has  committed  the  said  crimes 
against  the  laws  of  China  by  feloniously  seizing  the  said  ship  at 
sea,  and  by  murdering  the  captain  and  certain  of  the  crew  of  the 
said  ship  on  the  4th  October  last  past  at  sea ;  and,  further,  that 
after  the  commission  of  the  said  crime  did  feloniously  seize  a  boat 
belonging  to  the  said  ship  and  land  at  a  place  called  Pol&a,  in 
Chinese  territory,  on  the  11th  October  aforesaid,  and  it  was  there- 
upon adjudged  that  the  said  Defendant,  for  the  said  offence,  should 
be  committed  to  gcu>l  for  detention  pending  the  receipt  of  orders 
from  His  Excellency  the  Lieutenant-Governor  as  to  his  further 
disposal : 

''These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  constable,  to 
take  the  said  Defendant  and  safely  to  convey  to  the  said  gaol,  and 
there  to  deliver  him  to  the  said  superintendent  or  keeper,  together 
with  this  precept ;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you  the  said  supeiv 
intendent  or  keeper  to  receive  the  said  Defendant  into  your 
custody  in  the  said  gaol,  and  there  to  imprison  him  as  aforesaid. 
''  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Victoria  aforesaid,  this  7th 

day  of  February,  1871. 

*'  C.  May,  Police  Magistrate/' 

This  warrant  was  issued  under  the  Eong  Kong  Ordinance,  No.  2 
of  1850,  which  enacts  as  follows  (1) : — 

"  Whereas,  by  the  treaties  between  Qreai  Britain  and  China, 
provision  is  made  for  the  rendition  for  trial  to  officers  of  their  own 
country  of  such  subjects  of  China  as  have  committed  crimes  or 
offences  against  their  own  Government^  and  afterwards  taken  refuge 
in  Hong  Kong : 

^  I.  Be  it  therefore  enacted  and  ordained  by  his  Excellency  the 

(1)  HerUet's  Treaties,  vol.  x.  p.  oO. 


TOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  188 

Goremor  of  Htmff  Kanff,  with  tlie  advice  of  the  Legislative  Council       J.  c. 
thereof,  that"  if  any  complaint  or  information  or  any  communica-        1878 
tion  by  any  o£Scer  of  the  Chinese  Grovemment  be  made  or  for-   aitobnkt- 
warded  to  any  magistrate  or  Court  (other  than  the  Supreme  Court)  ^^J^coloiiy' 
desiiing  the  arrest  of  any  person  being  a  Chinese  subject^  and  then     <»*  Hokg 
within  the  said  colony  of  Honff  Kong^  and  alleging  that  such         «. 
person  has  committed,  or  is  chaiged  with  haying  committed,  any  ^^Q^'^'°°*^' 
crime  or  offence  against  the  laws  of  China,  or  if  it  shall  appear  in 
the  course  of  any  inyestigation  before  such  magistrate  or  Court 
that  any  person,  being  a  subject  of  China,  has  committed  any  such 
crime  or  offence,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  such  magistrate  or 
court  to  issue  a  summons  or  warrant  for  the  appearance  or  appre- 
hension of  such  person ;  or,  if  such  person  be  already  in  custody, 
it  shall  be  lawful  to  detain  such  person,  and  to  investigate  the 
alleged  crime  or  offence  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  person 
were  charged  with  a  crime  or  indictable  offence  committed  within 
the  said  colony. 

**  III.  And  be  it  further  enacted  and  ordained.  That  if  at  the 
dose  of  the  said  investigation  it  shall  appear  to  the  said  magistrate 
or  Court  that  such  person  as  aforesaid  is  a  subject  of  China,  and 
that  there  is  probable  cause  for  believing  that  the  said  person  has 
committed  such  crime  or  offence,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
such  magistrate  or  Court  to  commit  such  person  for  safe  custody 
to  prison,  and  to  direct  the  gaoler  to  detain  such  person  in  prison 
until  the  said  gaoler  shall  receive  some  order  or  orders  from  the 
Governor  of  Honff  Kong  relative  to  the  further  detention,  discharge, 
or  transmission  of  such  person  to  the  nearest  Chinese  authorities, 
or  to  such  other  Chinese  authorities  as  to  the  said  Governor  shall 
seem  fitj  and  the  said  magistrate  or  Court  shall,  upon  making 
such  committal  as  aforesaid,  transmit  to  the  said  Governor  of  Eong 
Konff  the  minutes  of  sudi  investigation,  and  all  documents  in  his 
or  its  possession  connected  with  the  charge  against  such  person,  in 
order  that  such  person  may  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  treaties 
aforesaid." 

Plieviously  to  the  passing  of  this  ordinance,  a  treaty,  called  the 
Treaty  of  the  Boffue,  had  been  entered  into  with  China,  whereby  it 
vras  agreed  that  if  lawless  natives  of  China,  having  committed 
crimes  or  offences  against  their. own  Government,  shall  flee  to 
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J.  0.       Banff  Kanff,  a  communication  shall  be  made  to  the  proper  English 
1878        officer,  that  these  criminals  and  offenders  may  be  seized,  and  on 
Attobnet-    proof  or  admission  of  their  guilt  be  delivered  up  (1). 

^^C^Y  ^^y  ^f  *^  ^^9^*  ^^  ^^- '—''  ^^  lawless  natives  of  China, 
07  HoNa  having  committed  crimes  or  offences  against  their  own  Grovern- 
V.  ment,  shall  flee  to  Bong  Kong,  or  to  the  English  ships  of  war,  or 
woK-A^  mo.  jj^gjjgjj  merchant  ships,  for  refuge,  they  shall,  if  discovered  by  the 
English  officers,  be  handed  over  at  once  to  the  Chinese  officers 
for  trial  and  punishment ;  or  if,  before  such  discovery  be^  made 
by  the  English  officers,  it  should  be  ascertained  or  suspected  by 
the  officers  of  the  Government  of  China,  whither  sach  criminals 
and  offenders  have  fled,  a  communication  shall  be  made  to  the 
proper  English  officer,  in  order  that  the  said  criminals  and 
offenders  may  be  rigidly  searched  for,  seized,  and,  on  proof  or 
admission  of  their  guilt,  delivered  up.  In  like  manner,  if  any 
soldier  or  sailor,  or  any  other  person,  whatever  his  caste  or 
country,  who  is  a  subject  of  the  Grown  of  Enffland,  shall,  from  any 
cause  or  on  any  pretence,  desert,  fly,  or  escape  into  the  Chinese 
territory,  such  soldier  or  sailor,  or  other  person,  shall  be  appre* 
hended  and  confined  by  the  Chinese  authorities,  and  sent  to  the 
nearest  British  Consul  or  other  Government  officer.  In  neither 
case  shall  concealment  or  refuge  be  afforded."  * 

Subsequently  to  the  treaty  and  the  ordinance,  there  was  a  war 
between  England  and  China,  And  in  1858  the  Treaiy  of  Tienimv 
was  concluded  between  England  and  China.  By  this  treaty  the 
Treaty  of  the  Bogue  was  abrogated,  and  new  provisions  were  made 
for  the  extradition  of  criminals  from  Bong  Kong  to  China  (2). 

Treaty  of  Tientsin,  Art.  XXI. : — "  If  criminals,  subjects  of 
China,  shall  take  refuge  in  Bong  Kong,  or  on  board  the  British 
ships  there,  they  shall,  upon  due  requisition  by  the  Chinese  autho- 
rities, be  searched  for,  and,  on  proof  of  their  guilt,  be  delivered 
up. 

Immediately  after  the  commitment  of  Kwok-a-Sing,  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  to  discharge  him  was  granted  by  Sir  John  Smaky 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Bong  Kong.  The  return  to 
the  writ  set  out  the  above-mentioned  warrant  of  the  magistrate* 
Objections  were  raised  as  to  the  validity  of  this  return,  and  were 

(1)  fferidefa  Treatiea,  vol.  vi.  p.  266.  (2)  Ibid.  vol.  xi.  p.  90. 
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argued  before  the  Chief  Justice.    Judgment  was  delivered  by  him       J.  C 
on  the  29th  of  March,  1871,  and  Kwoh-OrSing  was  ordered  to  be       1878 
released.     The  Chief  Justice's  decision  was  based  on  several   aitobnsy- 
grounds ;  inter  alia,  he  said :—  ^^o^^ 

"It  is  clearly  now  intended  that  on  a  treaty  ceasing  to  be  in     ^^onq^ 

force  the  provisions  for  rendition  under  it  are  to  cease.    It  seems  ^      ^'  ^ 

*  ^  Kwok-aSino. 

to  me  that  there  must  always  have  been  the  like  intendment  in       

English  law,  and*  that  this  construction  must  be  adopted  as  to  the 
Ordinance  No.  2  of  1850,  and  that  its  operation  ceased  when  the 
Treaiy  of  (he  Bogue  was  first  suspended  and  then  absolutely  abro- 
gated, and  that  it  required  a  new  ordinance  to  carry  the  entirely 
new  arrangement  of  1858  (which  differed  very  much  in  detail  from 
the  Bogue  Treaiy)  into  effect  I  think  I  must  here  assume  that 
the  maxim,  eessarde  ratione  eessat  ipsa  lex,  Broom's  L.  M.  160, 
applies  to  this  ordinance,  this  law 

^  I  must  follow  the  decision  in  Be  Tertian  (1),  especially  as  the 
principle  appears  to  have  been  approved  in  America  (see  Be  J,  C. 
Bennett  (2)  ),  and  say  in  this  case,  as  was  said  in  that,  the  crime,  if 
anything,  is  piracy,  and  being  justiciable  here,  if  there  be  any 
crime,  there  is  no  ground  for  giving  up  the  man.  It  is  beyond 
doubt  that  political  criminals  are  not  to  be  given  up,  though 
within  the  letter  of  the  treaty,  neither  is  a  Chinese  subject  to  be 
given  up,  if  justiciable  here,  e,g.,  for  piracy 

**  Bight  to  rendition  is  confined  to  crimes  committed  within  the 
country  demanding  it  Involved,  however,  in  this  point  is  the 
fact  proved  beyond  question  that  the  crime  ^  charged '  was  an  act 
committed  on  the  high  seas,  and  also  on  board  what  is  said  to  be 
a  French  ship.  This  opens  another  objection  to  this  demand  of 
rendition  by  China.  I  readily  follow  the  very  high  English,  the 
highest  individual  authority  in  England,  which  lays  down  broadly 
that  the  country  demanding  the  criminal  must  be  the  country  in 
which  the  crime  is  committed  (1  Phil.  Inter.  Law,  p.  413).  If 
this  be  good  law,  as  I  must  hold  it  to  be,  and  if  the  opinion  given 
in  AUeop^e  Case  (3),  and  if  the  opinion  of  Cushing,  Attorney-General, 
was  properly  adopted  and  acted  on  in  the  United  States,  in  David^s 

(I)  9  Cox  C.  C.  622 ;  83  L.  J.  (M,C.)  201, 
(2)  11  L.  T.  (N.S.)  488.  (8)  Forsyth,  0.  &  0.  368. 
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J.  C.       Case  ^x),  then  China  cannot  have  in  this  case  the  right  to  demand 
]^       rendition,  because  the  crime,  murder,  for  which  rendition  is  said 


AiTOBHEY-   to  be  daimedy  was  committed  at  sea,  and  not  in  China.    Assume 

THE  CoLONT  what  is  not  (but  which  ought  to  be  proyed :  B.  v.  Bjamsen  (2)  ), 

^ KoNo^     that  this  was  a  French  ship,  should  a  claim  for  the  rendition  of 

KwoK^A-SnrG  ^^^  °""^  ^^  France  be  acceded  to  ?    The  same  very  high  autho- 

—       rity  would  say, '  No ;  tlie  usual  course  is  to  refuse  the  request  of 

both  the  applicants '  (1  Phil.  I.  L.,  p.  414) 

>/  *'I  hold  that  the  prisoner  was  beyond  question  under  unlawful 
coercion,  assuming,  as  I  must  and  do  assume,  that  the  law  on  board 
the  NauveUe  Fen&ope  to  be  the  same  as  the  English  here  is ;  and 
on  the  authority  of  The  Fdicidade  (3),  referred  to  and  commented 
on  in  1  Phil.  Int.  Law,  833,  334,  it  is  to  me  clear  that,  according 
to  English  law,  a  man  under  unlawful  restraint  of  his  personal 
liberty  at  sea,  as  well  as  on  shore,  has  a  right  to  take  life  to  free 
himself  from  such  constraint  on  his  personal  liberty ;  and,  further, 
on  the  authority  before  cited,  to  use  his  master's  or  captor's  pn^ 
perty  necessary  to  effect  his  object,  that  object  being  in  itself  not 
only  a  lawful,  but  a  laudable  object :  this  would  seem  to  be  the 
first  law  of  nature,  the  right  of  self-preservation,  of  liberty  equally 
with  life,  which  is  fully  sustained  by  text-books  and  cases.  •  .  •  • 

^'  I  must  say  that,  however  horrible  was  the  scene  of  contest^ 
and  the  carnage  on  board  the  NouveUe  FSn&ope^  the  depositions 
disclose  such  acts  of  enslavement,  and  of  illegal  coercion  on  the 
part  of  the  captain  and  his  agents,  all  the  testimony  being  ex  farie 
out  of  the  mouths  of  the  coerced  or  hostile  witnesses  for  the  prose- 
cution, as  shew  that  there  was  no  violence  or  robbery  beyond  what 
was  absolutely  necessary  to  regain  liberty,  and  that  this  prisoner, 
Kwoh-OrSingt  was  guilty  of  no  offence  whatever  cognizable  by 
English  law.  If  I  had  to  charge  a  grand  jury  as  judge,  I  should 
so  lay  down  the  law ;  and  if  I  were  a  grand  juror  myself,  I  should, 
upon  such  an  indictment,  for  either  murder,  manslaughter,  or 
robbery,  find  *  no  bill '  against  this  man." 

The  rendition  of  Kwoh^OrSing  had  been  claimed  on  behalf  of 
the  French  Government  by  the  French  Consul  on  a  charge  of 

(1)  Forsytb,  C.  &  0.  364.  (2)  10  Cox  C.  C.  74. 

(3)  Den.  C.  C.  R.  voL  i.  pp.  104-154. 
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murdering  M.  Le  Vigouretax,  the  captain  of  the  ship ;  but  after       «f.  c.       y 
the  delivery  of  this  judgment,  the  French  Consul  abandoned  his        1878 
claim,  protesting  against  the  decision.  Attobket- 

The  Chief  Justice  having  stated  that  the  crime,  if  anything,  was  ^^J^colo^ 
piracy  jure  gentium^  and  therefore  justiciable  at  Eong  Kong,     op  Hong 
the  Attorney-General  of  Hong  Kong  caused  Kwoh<Xr8%ng  to  be         v. 
arrested  on  the  26th  of  April,  1871,  on  the  charge  of  piracy  jt*re^^^!±f'^^' 
geiUium.    He  was  thereupon  committed  to  prison  under  the  follow- 
ing warrant : — 

^At  the  PoUce  Court,  Victoria,  in  the  colony  of  IHmg  Kong. 
In  the  cause  in  which  the  Queen,  at  the  complaint  of  W.  M. 
Deane,  Captain  Superintendent  of  Police,  is  Complainant,  and 
Kwoh^jhSingj  of  Ponyii,  stevedore.  Defendant. 

*^  Charles  May,  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Justices  of  the 
Peace  for  the  said  colony,  to  Charles  Bond,  Constable  of  Police, 
in  the  said  colony,  and  to  the  Grovemor  or  Keeper  of  the  gaol  at 
Victoria  J  in  the  said  colony. 

**  Whereas  the  above-named  Defendant  was  charged  before  me, 
on  the  testimony  of  credible  witnesses,  for  that  the  said  Defendant 
on  4th  October  last  past,  with  a  number  of  other  evil-disposed 
persons  unknown,  with  arms,  upon  the  high  seas,  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Admiralty  of  England,  in  and  on  board  a  certain 
ship  or  vessel  called  the  NouveOe  PinSlope,'xxpon  the  high  sea,  then 
being  in  and  upon  one  Vigourettx,  the  master  of  the  said  ship,  the 
officers  and  seamen  of  the  said  ship,  in  the  peace  of  God  and  our 
Lady  the  Queen,  then  and  there  being,  piratically  and  feloniously  » 

did  make  an  assault,  and  the  said  ship,  and  the  apparel  and  tackle 
of  the  said  ship,  feloniously  and  violently  did  steal,  take,  and 
carry  away,  and  immediately  before  the  commission  of  the  said 
felony  the  said  Defendant  and  the  evil-disposed  persons  aforesaid 
did  feloniously  and  wilfully,  and  of  their  malice  aforethought^ 
kill  and  murder  the  said  Vigoureu/x,  the  master,  ManfiUut,  the  chief 
officer  of  the  said  ship,  and  Le  Jusant,  Paid  Qigot,  Frangois  Ldbert, 
Edmund  Mongaret,  and  Ishmad  Alphonse,  seamen,  and  a  certain 
Manilla  seaman,  whose  name  is  not  known,  of  the  crew  of  the  said 
ship ;  and  it  was  thereupon  ordered  that  the  said  Defendant  should 
be  committed  to  prison,  to  take  his  trial  for  the  said  offence  at  the 
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J.  C.       next  Criminal  Sessions  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  holden  at 

;1873        Victoria^  in  the  said  colony.    These  are  therefore  to  command 

Attobnet-   yoUy  the  said  constable,  to  take  the  said  Defendant,  and  him 

^^mCoLosr  ^^^h  ^  convey  to  the  said  gaol,  and  there  to  deliver  him  to  the 

o' Hon      said  keeper,  together  with  this  precept.    And  I  do  hereby  com- 

V.         mand  you,  the  said  keeper,  to  receive  the  said  Defendant  into 

J_l     *  your  custody  in  the  said  gaol,  and  him  there  safely  to  keep  until 

he  shall  be  thence  delivered  by  due  course  of  law. 

*'  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  this  10th  day  of  May,  1871. 

"  C.  May,  1st  Police  Magistrate.** 

^  A  second  writ  of  habeas  eorjnis  was  issued,  and  a  return  made, 

setting  forth  this  warrant. 

The  case  was  argued  before  the  Chief  Justice,  and  Kwok-OrSing 
was  discharged,  on  the  ground  that  the  second  arrest  was  a  viola- 
tion of  sect.  6  of  the  Eoiheas  Corpus  Act  In  his  judgment,  the 
Chief  Justice  said : — 

''Mr.  Francis^  Kwohn-Sing's  attorney,  deposes  that  the  pira- 
tical and  felonious  acts  deposed  to  against  Kwok-orSinff  on  this 
second  occasion  are  the  same  felonious  acts  and  no  other  as  those 
in  respect  of  which  he  was  on  the  7th  of  February  committed. 
He  also  deposed  that  Kwok-a^Sing  was  on  the  10th  of  May  com- 
mitted by  Mr.  May,  and  the  offence  charged  in  that  warrant 
is  the  same  and  no  other  as  that  for  which  he  was  committed 
on  the  7th  of  February  last.  No  afiSdavit  in  contradiction  or 
explanation  having  been  filed,  I  must  take  these  statements,  so 
far  as  they  are  statements  of  facts  and  not  conclusions  of  law, 

as  established  for  the  purposes  of  the  present  decision 

Now,  considering  that  the  Habeas  Corpus  Act  was  passed,  inter 
alia,  to  prevent  oppression  by  repeated  arrests  for  the  same 
offence,  I  read  the  operative  words  of  sect.  6  as  applicable  to 
this  prisoner,  thus:  that  no  person  set  at  large  upon  any  habeas 
corpus  shall  be  again  imprisoned  or  committed  'for  the  same 
offence,'  by  any  person  other  than  by  the  legal  process  of  the 
'  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.'  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  subsequent  part  of  this  section  which  gives  a  right  of  action 
need  not  be  referred  to  for  the  purpose  now  before  me.  Now,  as  I 
have  saidy  I  am  bound  to  believe  the  uncontradicted  affidavit,  that 
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the  offence  mentioned  in  each  of  Mr.  Ifay's  commitments  is  one       J.  0. 
and  the  same,  and  no  other  ;  moreover,  the  bad  act  which  is  the       1878 
meaning  of  *  offence/  as  set  out  in  each  column,  appears  to  me  to   attobhey- 
be  the  same  in  substance.    Now,  who  or  what  has  authority  given  ^^"qJI^o^ 
to  him  or  it  to  again  imprison  or  arrest  the  man  set  at  large  ?    The     of  Hong 
'  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,'  and  no  other.     Can  Mr.         v. 
May,  or  can  his  Court,  be  so  designated?    Cox  v.  Coleridge,  1  B.    ^<^^^'*Q' 
&  C.  37,  but  which  I  always  read  in  3  Burns'  Jur.,  by  Chetwyn, 
1825,  a  most  instructive  case,  with  which  I  was  more  familiar 
some  thirty  or  forty  years  ago  than  now,  shews  that  although 
when  sitting  to  punish  under  a  statute,  Mr.  May  sits  as  a  Court ; 
yet  that  when  he  sits  as  a  magistrate  with  a  view  to  committal 
for  trial  before  this  Court,  his  magistracy  is  not  a  Court ;  his  is  a 
'  preliminary  inquiry '  and  not  a  *  trial.'    But  concede  it  to  be  a 
*  Court,'  has  it  or  can  it  have  'jurisdiction  of  the  cause '?    Now 
jurisdiction  is  an  authority  Jus  dieere,  which  has  been  well  trans- 
lated '  to  pronounce  judgment,'  to  give  a  judicial  decision,  that  is, 
to  end  and  determine  the  cause ;  which  Mr.  May  certainly  has  no 
authority  to  do.    This  simple  etymological  analysis  conclusively, 
to  my  mind,  excludes  Mr.  May*8  power  to  commit,  as  an  exception 
to  the  general  prohibition  of  a  second  commitment  in  the  6th 
section " 

Subsequently  to  this  judgment  a  declaratory  Ordinance  was 
passed  by  the  Legislature  of  Honff  Kong  to  remove  doubts  as  to 
the  application  of  Ordinance  No.  2  of  1850  to  the  Treaty  of 
Tientsin;  and  it  was  thereby  declared  that  Ordinance  No.  2  of 
1850  shall  be  deemed  to  apply  to  that  treaty. 

On  the  5th  of  February,  1873,  leave  was  granted  by  Her  > 

Majesty  in  Council  to  bring  the  present  appeal  to  reverse  the 
two  orders  of  discharge. 

The  Aitomey-Oeneral  (Sir  J.  D.  Coleridge)^  the  SolicHor^eneral 
(Sir  O.  Jessd),  and  Mr.  C  Bowen,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Ordinance  of  1850  is  still  in  force,  and  is  applicable  to  the 
Treaty  of  Tientsin^ 

PLORD  Justice  Mellish  : — ^There  is  no  doubt  that  in  England 
no  treaty  unconfirmed  by  Act  of  Parliament  would  be  sufficient  to 
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J.  C.       enable  a  person  to  be  given  np.    How  far  that  may  be  so  in 
1873        a  Crown  colony,  I  do  not  know.] 
Attobnet-       The  Treaty  of  the  Bbgue  was  not  wholly  pnt  an  end  to^  by  the 
^^J^^'^*  war ;  for  it  was  revived  on  the  declaration  of  peace.    After  a  war 
OF  Hong     the  general  treaties  are  nsually  revived,  sometimeB  in  express 
V.         terms,  sometimes  by  some  act  of  recognition.    On  the  revival  of 
"      '  the  treaty,  it  was  not  necessary  to  re-enact  the  Ordinance  that  was 
applicable  to  the  treaty.    On  the  making  of  the  Treaty  of  Tiet^ 
tainf  although  the  Treaty  of  the  Bogus  was  abrogated,  it  was  in 
reality  included  in  the  new  treaty  together  with  some  improve- 
ments.   Moreover,  the  Legislature  of  the  colony  has  now  passed 
a  declaratory  enactment  declaring  that  the  Ordinance  of  1850 
refers  to  the  Treaty  of  Tientrin. 

i  [LoBD  Justice  Mellish  : — ^There  is  no  case,  that  I  know  of — 

and  it  appears  to  me  to  involve  an  important  principle — ^where, 
even  if  a  declaratory  statute  is  passed  after  a  formal  decision  of  a 
Oourt,  it  has  altered  that  decision.  The  Court  of  Appeal  has  to 
decide  whether  the  Judge  did  right  at  the  time  he  decided  the 
case.  The  new  Ordinance  no  doubt  applies  to  litigation,  which  is 
going  on  at  the  time ;  but  the  question  is,  does  it  apply  so  as  to 
make  erroneous  a  judgment  which  has  already  been  given  7\ 

/  The  new  Ordinance  declares  what  the  law  is  now,  and  what  it 

always  was ;  the  Chief  Justice,  therefore,  took  an  erroneous  view  of 
the  law,  and  his  decision  ought  to  be  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

[LoBD  Justice  Mellish  : — ^I  have  an  impression  ^hat  a  Crown 
colony  has  not  jurisdiction  to  make  such  a  law.  It  was  held  in 
PhUUps  V.  Eyre  (l).that  it  can  pass  acts  for  indemnifying  people; 
but  I  think  everybody  was  of  opinion  on  that  occasion  that  tiiey 
dearly  could  not  have  passed  an  Act  of  Attainder  ;  and  this  is 
substantially  an  Act  of  Attainder  on  your  hypothesis.] 

This  is  a  Crown  colony,  and  the  Queen  can  give  any  powers. 

[Lord  Justice  Mellish: — She  cannot  give  a  power  which 
deprives  English  subjects  of  their  rights.  She  cannot  give  a 
power,  for  instance,  to  make  torture  lawful  in  Hong  Kong.l 

We  are  not  prepared  to  say  she  cannot,  unless  you  find  an  Act 
of  the  Imperial  Legislature  cutting  short  the  power. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  226;  6  Q.  B.  1. 
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With  regard  to  the  charge  against  Kwok^inSing^  murder  com-        J.O. 
mitted  by  a  Chinese  is  an  offence  against  the  la^irs  of  Ohinay       1873 
wheresoever  it  is  committed,  and  consequently  comes  within  the    attobnet- 
Ordinance.    Here  a  Frenchman  was  murdered  by  a  Chinese  on  tm^Om^cSy      v^ 
board  a  French  ship  at  sea ;  nevertheless  it  is  an  offence  against     of  Hokq 
the  Chinese  law.    It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  prove  this ;  for  the         v. 
Court  will  assume  that  murder  is  an  offence  against  the  laws  of  all  ^^^'     '^^' 
civilized  nations,  and  is  therefore  an  offence  against  the  laws  of 
China.    All  that  was  required  before  the  magistrate  was  a  prima 
fcLcie  case.    If  the  crimes  that  come  within  the  Ordinance  of  1850 
are  to  be  limited  at  all,  they  should  be  limited  to  all  such  crimes 
as  would,  if  committed  by  a  British  subject,  be  justiciable  by  the 
Courts  of  Hong  Kong, 

With  regard  to  the  crime  being  piracy  jwre  gentiwny  that  is  a 
crime  against  the  laws  of  every  country ;  and  is,  afortioriy  a  crime 
against  the  laws  of  China.  Thus,  although  the  charge  of  piracy 
might  be  justiciable  at  Hong  Kong^  nevertheless  he  ought  to  be 
given  up  to  China  under  the  Ordinance  and  the  Treaty,  For  he 
clearly  was  guilty  of  piracy. 

As  to  the  second  order  of  discharge,  it  was  based  on  Kijooh-a-        , 
Sin^s  having  been,  arrested  for  the  ''same  offence."     But  the 
offence  was  in  reality  wholly  different.    The  facts  leading  to  the 
arrest  were  the  same ;  but  the  same  facts  may  give  rise  to  several 
different  offences. 

Mr.  FUz'James  Stephen,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  P.  Stone,  for  the 
Bespondent : — 

It  would  seem  to  be  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  Habeas 
Corpus  Ad  that  when  a  man  has  been  committed  on  one  set  of 
&ct8,  and  the  Court  has  allowed  a  discharge  under  the  Act,  then 
he  should  not  be  imprisoned  again  on  the  same  set  of  facts.  How- 
ever, it  does  not  make  much  difference  whether  the  second  order 
is  right  or  not,  for  it  did  not  act  as  an  acquittal ;  Kwoh-c^Sing  is 
still  liable  to  be  tried  on  the  charge. 

With  regard  to  the  first  order,  the  Chief  Justice  of  Hong  Kong 
vras  of  opinion  that  the  Ordinance  No.  2  of  1850  was  no  longer  of 
any  effect.  It  is  clear  that  the  Treaty  of  (he  Bogus  was  put  an 
end  to  by  the  war,  and  afterwards  was  expressly  abrogated  by  the 
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^  J.  C.        Treaty  of  Tienhin.    Thereupon  the  Ordinance,  which  was  passed 

1873        for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  treaty  into  effect,  also  came  to  an 

Attorney-   ^^^-     ^^  cannot  be  contended  that  the  Ordinance  would  stand 

^'^"coLi^Y  JJidependently  of  the  treaty,  for  when  the  treaty  no  longer  existed, 

OF  Homo     there  was  no  machinery  for  the  execution  of  the  Ordinance.     If  it 

V,         was  intended  that  the  Ordinance  should  refer  to  the  Treaty  of 

KwoK-A-  iKG.  2Ven<w»,  the  Legislature  ought  to  have  passed  some  enactment 

expressly  to  that  effect. 

[LoBD  Justice  Mellish  : — Supposing  we  had  the  misfortune 
to  have  a  war  with  France^  and  at  the  end  of  the  war  it  was  said 
all  the  treaties,  including  the  Extradition  Treaty,  should  come  into 
force  again,  I  should  doubt  whether  it  would  require  a  fresh  Act 
of  Parliament.] 

It  is  said  that  the  new  Ordinance  is  declaratory — ^that  it  declares 
that  the  Ordinance  of  1850  always  did  refer  to  the  Treaty  of 
Tientsin.  This  new  Ordinance  was  passed  after  the  delivery  of  the 
Chief  Justice's  judgment  If  the  Privy  Council  are  to  consider  this 
new  Ordinance  in  their  consideration  of  the  appeal,  there  would 
be  in  effect  an  appeal  from  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  Legislature 
of  Honff  Kong.  The  new  Ordinance  is  intended  to  be  merely  a 
declaration  of  the  way  in  which  the  law  shall  be  read  for  the 
future. 

The  charge  against  Kwoh-c^Sing  is  thp  murder  of  a  Frenchman 
by  a  Chinese  on  board  a  French  ship  at  sea.  It  has  not  been 
shewn  that  this  is  an  offence  against  Chinese  law.  A  correspondiug 
act  by  an  Englishman  would  not  be  an  offence  against  the  Common 
Law ;  it  could  only  be  tried  in  England  under  a  recent  statute. 
But  even  if  the  murder  be  an  offence  against  Chinese  law,  it  does 
not  come  within  the  Ordinance  of  1850.  There  must  be  some 
limitation  on  the  words  of  that  Ordinance.  Persons  charged  with 
political  crimes,  for  instance,  could  not  be  given  up,  although  what 
they  had  done  might  be  an  offence  against  the  law  of  China  ;  nor 
could  persons  charged  with  transgressing  the  Chinese  ceremonial 
law.  The  words  of  the  Ordinance  must  be  subject  to  all  reasonable 
exceptions,  such  as  where  the  more  humane  laws  of  more  civilised 
nations  differ  from  those  of  China.  It  would  be  an  extraordinary 
arrangement,  if  we  gave  up  persons  not  guilty  of  offences  under  the 
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English  Law :  AndenorCs  Case  (1) ;  Be  Teman,  or  Be  Tivnan  (2) ;       j.  o. 
Be  Windsor  (3).  1878 

The  crime  that  was  oommitted,  if  any^  was  piracy  j'tfr^  ffetUiumf   attornxt- 
and  is  therefore  jasticiable  ai  H^ng Kanff.  That  being  so,  he  ought  ^^fni^jl^ 
not  to  be  given  up  to  the  Chinese  to  be  tried  by  them,  but  he     or  Hong         "* 
ought  to  be  tried  at  Hong  Kong.    But  the  crime  was  not  piracy         v. 
jure  gentium;  because,  to  constitute  that,  there  must  have  been    ^^^'^"  '^^' 
Tiolence  ah  extra,  or  the  ship  must  have  been  run  away  with  for 
the  purpose  of  depredation. 

However,  we  contend  that  no  crime  was  committed*  The  coolies  -f 

had  reasonable  ground  for  supposing  that  they  were  deprived  of 
their  liberty  by  the  captain  and  crew  of  the  ship ;  they  took  posses- 
sion of  the  ship,  and  used  a  certain  amount  of  violence  with  a  view 
to  recovering  their  liberty;  and  in  estimating  the  amount  of 
violence  that  would  be  reasonably  necessary  under  those  circum- 
stances, we  must  apply  a  different  standard  in  the  case  of  ignorant 
Chinese  coolies  from  that  which  would  be  applied  in  the  case  of 
Europeans. 

An  appeal  ought  not  to  be  heard  on  a  case  of  habeas  corpus, 
inasmuch  as  there  is  no  final  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  decision 
of  the  Judge :  Queen  v.  Berlrand  (4) ;  Be  Nahon  and  Pariente  (5). 

The  Solicitor  OeneraJ  replied. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments  the  following  were  referred 
to: — Legislative  Assembly  of  Victoria  v.  Glass  (6);  United  States  v. 
SmiOh  (7) ;  United  States  v.  Balm&r  (8) ;  Bennd  v.  Burlen  (9). 


Judgment  having  been  reserved  by  their  Lordships  was  now       i873- 
deUvered  by  ^J^^^, 

The  Lobd  Justice  Mellish  : — 


This  is  an  appeal  by  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Colony  of 
Hong  Kong  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  colony, 

(1)  20  Upper  Canada  Q.  B.  Bep.  124.  (6)  2  Knapp,  66. 

(2)  33  L.  J.  (M.C.)  201 ;  9  Cox  C.  (6)  7  Moore,  P.  C.  (N.S.)  449. 
U  522.  (7)  5  Wheaton,  U.  S.  153. 

(3)  34  L.  J.  (M.C.)  163.  (8)  3  Wheaton,  U.  S.  610. 

(4)  Uw  Rep.  1  P.  C.  530.  (9)  1  Upper  Canada  Uw  J.  46. 
Vou  V.  3  0 
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J.  c.       whereby  the  Bespondent,  Kv>oJ>a'8%nff^  a  Chinese  ooolie,  who  had 

1878       been  brought  before  the  Coart  by  a  writ  of  habeas  eorpw,  was 

Attobnst-   ordered  to  be  released  from  custody^  and  an  order  made  thereon 

?^owH?*  dated  the  18th  of  April.  1871,  and  also  from  a  judgment  and  order 

OF  HoNo     of  the  same  Court,  dated  the  22nd  of  May,  1871,  whereby  he  was 

V.         again  ordered  to  be  released  from  custody. 
KwoK-A-8«Q.     rpi^^  g^^  ^j|.  ^£  ^^jj^  ^j^^^y^  ^^  jgg^^  ^^i^  ^^  7tlj  ^f  Febru- 
ary, 1871,  and  was  directed  to  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  at  Victoria, 
Eong  Kong.    The  return  to  the  writ  was  dated  the  same  day,  and 
set  out  a  warrant  of  a  police  magistrate,  which  was  as  follows : — 

<' Whereas  the  above-mentioned  Defendant  was  on  this  date 
duly  convicted  before  Charles  May,  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
Justices  of  the  Peace  for  the  said  colony,  for  that  a  communi- 
cation having  been  received  requiring  the  rendition  of  the  De- 
fendant, on  behalf  of  the  Chinese  Government,  as  a  subject  of 
China,  who  has  committed  certain  crimes  and  offences  against  the 
laws  of  China  by  participating  in  the  murder  of  a  portion  of  the 
crew  of  the  French  ship  NouveUe  Penilope ;  and  it  appearing  to 
me,  upon  investigation  of  the  case,  that  there  is  cause  to  believe 
that  the  said  Defendant  is  a  subject  of  China,  and  has  com- 
mitted the  said  crimes  against  the  laws  of  China  by  feloniously 
seizing  the  said  ship  at  sea,  and  by  murdering  the  captain  and 
certain  of  the  crew  of  the  said  ship  on  the  4th  October  last  past 
at  sea ;  and,  further,  that  after  the  commission  of  the  said  crime 
did  feloniously  seize  a  boat  belonging  to  the  said  ship,  and  land 
at  a  place  called  Pakha,  in  Chinese  territory,  on  the  11th  October 
aforesaid,  and  it  was  thereupon  adjudged  that  the  said  Defendant, 
for  the  said  offence,  should  be  committed  to  gaol  for  detention 
pending  the  receipt  of  orders  from  His  Excellency  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor  as  to  his  further  disposal. 

"These  are  therefore  to  command  you,  the  said  constable, 
to  take  the  said  Defendant  and  safely  to  convey  to  the  said  gaol 
and  there  to  deliver  him  to  the  said  superintendent  or  keeper, 
together  with  this  precept ;  and  I  do  hereby  command  you,  the 
said  superintendent  or  keeper,  to  receive  the  said  Defendant 
into  your  custody  in  the  said  gaol,  and  there  to  imprison  him  as 
aforesaid. 

"  Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  at  Victoria  aforesaid,  this  seventh 
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day  of  Februaiy,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hun-       j,  q 

dred  and  seventy-one.  lg73 

«  a  May,  — 

«  Police  Magistrate."     giotrI^b 

This  warrant  was  issued  under  an  Ordinance  of  the  Colony^     ofHong 
No.  2,  of  1850.    By  the  IXth  article  of  the  Supplementary       ^^^^ 
Treaty  of  NaaMn,  dated  the  8th  of  October,  1843,  called  the  Kwok^wg. 
Treaty  of  the  Bogue,  it  was  agreed  that,  if  lawless  natives  of 
ChifM,  having  committed  crimes  or  offences  against  their  own 
Government,  shall  flee  to  Bang  Kong,  a  communication  shall  be 
made  to  the  proper  English  officer,  that  the  said  criminals  and 
offenders  may  be  seized,  and  on  proof  or  admission  of  their  guilt 
be  delivered  up. 

Ordinance  No.  2,  of  1850,  was  passed  by  the  Legislative  Council 
of  the  colony,  and  the  material  parts  of  it  were  as  follows  [see 
anfe,  p.  182.] 

By  the  Treaty  of  Tienhiny  made  the  26th  of  June,  1858,  new 
provisions  were  made  with  regard  to  the  extradition  of  criminals 
from  the  colony  of  Hong  Kong  to  the  Chinese  Government,  in 
substitution  of  those  of  the  Treaty  of  the  Bogue,  which  was 
abrogated. 

The  depositions  taken  before  the  magistrate,  and  the  documents 
before  him,  having  reference  to  the  committal  of  Kwoh<irSingj 
were  afterwards  brought  before  the  Supreme  Court  in  obedience  to 
a  writ  of  eerlioraru  The  depositions  contained  the  evidence  of 
Wong  Akee  and  Chun  Aseany  two  Chinese  who  had  been  passengers, 
and  of  Patd  Verret  and  Joseph  Simon,  two  Frenchmen,  who  had 
been  seamen,^on  board  the  French  ship  NoiweRe  Penihpe,  which 
left  Haeao  on  the  1st  of  October,  1870,  with  310  Chinese  coolies 
on  board  on  a  voyage  to  Peru.  All  the  coolies  were  examined  by 
the  Portuguese  authorities  at  Macao  before  they  embarked,  to 
ascertain  that  they  went  voluntarily ;  but  nevertheless  Wong  Akee 
said  that  he  was  kidnapped,  which  he  explained  to  mean  that  he  ; 

had  been  persuaded  by  a  fraud  to  go  to  the  barracoon,  and  that  he 
told  the  authorities  he  was  willing  to  go  to  Peru,  contrary  to  the    ^ 
truth,  because,  from  the  threats  of  the  Chinese  who  brought  him 
there,  he  was  afraid  that  his  head  would  be  cut  off  if  be  did  not 
It  was  also  proved  that  about  100  of  the  other  coolies  said  that 

3  0  2 
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\/     J.  C.       they  were  kidnapped.    There  was  no  proof  that  Kwoh-OrSing  had 

1873       been  kidnapped,  or  that  he  was  among  those  who  said  they  had 

Atiobnet-   ^^^^  kidnapped.     The  master  of  the  ship  and  the  charterer  se- 

Tra  Colony"  lected  eight  of  the  coolies  to  be  headmen  over  the  others,  and  paid 

^   OF  HoNQ     them  three  dollars  a  piece  a  month  for  acting  as  headmen.    Kwok- 

V.         orSing  was  one  of  those  selected.    At  half-past  four  on  the  after- 

KwoKA-SiNQ. ^^^ ^f  ^^  ^^^  ^£  October,  1870,  when  the  ship  was  prosecuting^ 

her  voyage  on  the  high  seas,  about  twenty  of  the  coolies  collected 
near  a  seaman,  who  was  keeping  guard  at  a  barrier  that  was  placed 
across  the  deck,  attacked  him,  and  threw  him  overboard.  They 
afterwards  attacked  the  captain,  who  was  walking  unarmed  on  the 
deck,  killed  him,  and  threw  him  overboard.  They  also  killed 
several  others  of  the  crew,  and  obtained  complete  command  of  the 
vessel  and  changed  her  course  to  the  coast  of  China.  It  was  posi- 
tively sworn  by  Chun  Asaun  that  Kwoh-OrSing  was  one  of  those 
who  attacked  the  captain,  and  the  other  witnesses  proved  that  he 
was  one  of  the  coolies  who  kept  the  command  of  the  vessel  until 
the  vessel  arrived  back  on  the  coast  of  China.  There  was  alse 
some  evidence  that  Kwok-a-Sing  and  other  coolies  took  possessionr 
of  the  captain's  watch  and  a  quantity  of  dollars  on  board.  When 
the  ship  arrived  on  the  coast  of  China,  Kwok-a-Sing  and  other 
coolies  left  the  vessel  in  a  boat.  The  vessel  itself  was  run  aground^ 
and  was  left  to  be  plundered  by  the  natives. 

Among  the  documents  returned  by  the  magistrate  to  the  Supreme 
Court  was  the  following  letter  from  the  C!olonial  Secretary  to  the 
magistrate : — 

"  Eong  Kong.  Colonial  Secretary's  Office, 

"Sir,  3rd  February,  1871. 

"I  have  the  honour  to  acquaint  you,  by  desire  of  his  Excellency 

the  Lieutenant-Governor,  that  an  application  has  been  received 

from  Her  Majesty's  Consul  at  Canton,  claiming  on  behalf  of  the 

Chinese  authorities  the  rendition  of  the  man  Aping,  who  is  charged 

with  participation  in  the  murder  of  a  portion  of  the  crew  of  the 

French  ship  Nouvette  Penelope. 

"  I  have,  Ac, 

"  iT.  Gardiner  AusHn, 
"  C.  May,  Esq.,  "  Colonial  Secretary. 

"  First  Police  Magistrate." 
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Several  objections  were  made  to  the  yalidity  of  the  return,  and       j.  c. 
meTe  argued  before  the  Chief  Justice.    He  delivered  judgment  on       1873 
the  29th  of  March,  1871,  and  held  several  of  the  objections  to  be    att^ket- 
TOlid,  and  afterwards,  on  the  18th  of  April,  1871,  ordered  Kwok-  ^^q^^^ 
/JhSinff  to  be  discharged.  of  Hono 

On  the  26tli  of  April,  1871,  the  Attorney-General  caused  Kwok-         v, 
41'Sing  to  be  again  arrested  on  a  charge  of  piracy  jure  gentiim,  ^wok^iko. 
with  a  view  to  his  trial  on  that  charge  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Hong  Kong.    The  evidence  of  witnesses  was  again  taken,  and 
Kwh-a-Sing  was  committed  for  trial.     Another  writ  of  habeas 
^eoTfUB  was  issued,  and  return  made  setting  out  the  magistrate's  y 

warrant,  by  which  he  was  committed  to  take  his  trial.  On  the 
22nd  of  May,  1871,  he  was  again  ordered  to  be  discharged,  upon 
the  ground  that  his  second  arrest  was  a  violation  of  the  6th  section 
of  the  Hahea$  Corpus  Act. 

The  first  question  which  their  Lordships  will  consider  is  whether,  y 
assuming  that  there  was  sufficient  jprima  faoie  evidence  against 
Kwoh-orSing  to  prove  that  he  was  guilty  of  the  murder  of  the 
Prench  captain,  and  that  he  was  guilty  of  piracy  jwre  gentium  in 
2Xinning  away  with  the  French  vessel,  these  acts  constitute  crimes 
and  offences  against  the  law  of  China  within  the  meaning  of  the 
first  section  of  Ordinance  No.  2  of  1850,  or  crimes  and  offences 
against  the  Government  of  China  within  the  preamble  of  the  same 
Ordinance.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  extreme  generality  of  the 
words  "  crimes  and  offences  against  the  law  of  China  "  makes  their 
construction  very  difficult.  They  cannot  be  intended  to  mean  that 
eveij  Chinese  subject  who  is  proved  to  have  done  something  which 
the  law  of  China  makes  a  crime  or  an  offence  is  to  be  given  up  to 
the  Chinese  Government  If  this  were  the  meaning  of  the  words, 
•every  Chinese  who  had  done  something  which  the  law  of  China 
treats  as  a  political  offence,  or  who  had  done  anything  which  the 
law  of  China  treats  as  criminal,  though  the  law  of  all  European 
oountries  treats  it  as  innocent,  might  be  given  up.  Some  limi- 
tation, therefore,  must  be  put  upon  the  meaning  of  the  words ;  and 
their  Lordships  think  that,  in  determining  what  that  limitation  is 
to  be,  they  ought  to  bear  in  mind  the  position  of  the  colony  of 
Hong  Kong  with  reference  to  China.  There  was,  when  the  treaty  v 
was  made,  a  manifest  risk  that  the  colony  of  Hong  Kong  might 
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J.  0.  become  the  refuge  of  the  criminal  classes  of  the  city  of  Canton 

1873  and  other  Chinese  towns ;  and  it  was  impossible  that  the  Colonial 

Attowost-  Grovemment  could  punish  Chinese  subjects  for  acts  committed 

^""^Do^  **▼  ^^^^  *^®  territory  of  China,    Having  regard  to  this  object,  their 

OP  HoHQ  Lordships  think  that  the  words  "  crimes  and  offences  "  ought  to  be 

V.  confined  to  those  ordinary  crimes  and  offences  which  are  punishable 

>/       KwoK-A-SiHQ.  Yyy  ijJjq  jj^^g  q{  i^y  nations,  and  which  are  not  peculiar  to  the  laws 

of  China.  In  the  Treaty  of  Tientsin  the  persons  to  be  delivered 
up  are  described  generally  as  criminals.  All  ordinary  crimes — 
such  as  murder,  robbery,  theft,  arson — committed  by  a  Chinese 
within  Chinese  territory  or  in  Chinese  ships  on  the  high  seas  would 
be  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordinance.  Their  Lordships  are 
also  of  opinion  that  piracy,  at  least  in  certain  circumstances,  would 
be  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordinance.  They  think  it  may 
properly  be  assumed,  without  proof,  that  China  has  laws  to  punish 
piracy  on  her  own  coast,  and  if  it  was  proved  that  a  subject  of 
China  who  had  taken  refuge  in  Hong  Kong  was  a  pirate  in  this 
sense,  that  he  was  a  person  who  went  from  the  Chinese  coast  to 
plunder  ships  at  sea,  returning  with  his  plunder  again  to  China, 
they  are  of  opinion  that  such  a  person  might  be  given  up  under 
the  Ordinance.  On  a  claim  for  the  rendition  of  such  criminals  as 
these  it  would  not,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  be  necessary  to 
produce  the  evidence  of  experts  to  prove  what  is  the  law  of  China. 
'  Their  Lordships  have  now  to  consider  whether  there  was  evidence 

that  Kwoh-OrSing  had  been  guilty  of  crimes  against  the  laws  of 
China  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordinance.  He  is  accused  of  two 
crimes,  murder  and  piracy.  The  alleged  murder  was  the  murder 
of  a  Frenchman  on  board  a  French  ship,  in  which  Kwoh-OrSing 
was  a  passenger,  on  the  high  seas.  They  have,  therefore,  to  con- 
sider whether  murder  by  a  subject  of  China  of  a  person  who  was 
not  a  subject  of  China,  committed  outside  the  Chinese  territory,  is 
a  crime  against  the  laws  of  China  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordi- 
nance ;  and  they  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  Their  Lordships 
cannot  assume,  without  evidence,  that  China  has  laws  by  which  a 
Chinese  subject  can  be  punished  for  murdering  beyond  the  boun- 
dary of  the  Chinese  territory  a  person  not  a  subject  of  China.  Up 
to  a  comparatively  late  period  England  had  no  such  laws.  More- 
over, although  any  nation  may  make  laws  to  punish  its  own  subjects 
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for  offences  committed  oatside  its  own  territory ;   still,  in  their       J.  C. 
Lordships'  opinion,  the  general  principle  of  criminal  jurisprudence       1873 
is  that  the  quality  of  the  act  done  depends  on  the  law  of  the  place   attorket- 
where  it  is  done.    Now,  the  law  as  to  what  constitutes  murder  G»™^  ^^ 

THB  Ck)LOVT 

differs  in  different  places.    Suppose  that  a  subject  of  China  kills    Iof  Honq 
an  Englishman  within  English  territory,  or  on  board  an  English         «. 
ship,  under  circumstances  which,  according  to  English  law,  might  ^^^^'^'^^^' 
amount  to  manslaughter  only,  could  it  possibly  be  right  for  the 
English  iGroyemment  to  surrender  such  a  person  to  the  Chinese 
Grovemment  to  be  tried  according  to  Chinese  law,  to  which  the 
distinctions  between  murder  and  manslaughter  may  be  wholly 
unknown.    On  the  whole,  therefore,  on  these  two  grounds — first,        y 
that  it  cannot  be  assumed  without  evidence  that  there  is  any  law 
in.  China  to  punish  a  Chinese  subject  for  a  murder  committed  upon 
a  foreigner  within  foreign  territory ;  and,  secondly,  because,  even 
if  it  could  be  assumed  that  there  was  such  a  law,  still,  this  offence 
having  been  committed  within  French  territory,  ought  to  be  treated 
as  an  offence  against  French  law,  and  not  as  an  offence  against 
Chinese  law,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  no 
evidence  before  the  magistrate  that  Kivok-^L-Sinff,  in  murdering 
the  French  captain,  committed  an  offence  against  the  laws  of 
China  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  Ordinance. 

Their  Lordships  have  next  to  consider,  whether  there  was  suffi-       v 
cient  evidence  before  the  magistrate  that  Kwoh-a-Sing  had  com- 
mitted  an  act  of  piracy  jure  gentium ;  and,  if  there  was  such 
evidence,  whether  that  would  make  his  imprisonment,  for  the 
purpose  of  being  delivered  to  the  Chinese  authorities,  lawfml. 

Now,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  before  the 
magistrate  sufficient  prima  facie  evidence  that  Kwok-^hSinff  had 
committed  an  act  of  piracy  jur^  gerUium  to  justify  his  committal 
for  trial  for  that  offence  at  Hanp  K(mg.  They  see  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  the  charge  of  Sir  Charles  Hedges^  Judge  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  to  the  Grand  Jury,  as  reported  in  the  case  of 
Bex  V.  Dawson  (1),  and  which  was  made  in  the  presence  and  with 
the  approval  of  Chief  Justice  HoU,  and  several  other  Common 
Law  Judges,  contains  a  correct  exposition  of  the  Law  as  to  what 
constitutes  piracy  jurd  gentium.    He  there  says, ''  Piracy  is  only  a 

(1)  13  State  Trials,  464. 
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J.  c.       sea  term  for  robbery,  piracy  being  a  robbery  within  the  jarisdiction 

1873       of  the  Admiralty If  the  mariners  of  any  ship  shall  violently 

ATTomrBT-    dispossess  the  master,  and  afterwards  carry  away  the  ship  itself  or 
GvNERAL  FOB  ^ny  of  the  goods  with  a  felonious  intention  in  any  place  where 

THSCOLOHT  . 

OF  HoKo     the  Lord  Admiral  hath  jurisdiction,  this  is  robbery  and  piracy."    Of 

9.         course  there  can  be  no  difference  between  mariners  and  passengers, 

KwoK-A-Snfo.  j^jj^  there  was  unquestionably  evidence  that  Kwok^a-Sinff  was  a 

party  to  violently  dispossessing  the  master  and  carrying  away  the 

ship  itself  and  the  goods  therein ;  and  the  only  question  can  be 

whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  act  was  done  with  a 

/       felonious,  that  is  a  piratical,  intention.  In  their  Lordships*  opinion, 

there  was  evidence  of  such  an  intention  on  the  part  of  Ktooh-a-Sinff 

fit  to  be  left  to  a  jury,  though  they  wish  to  be  understood  as  giving 

no  opinion  which  way  a  jury  ought  to  find  on  this  question. 

Next,  it  must  be  considered  what  was  the  legal  duty  of  the 
magistrate  when  he  had  received  the  evidence ;  ought  he  to  have 
signed  a  warrant  enabling  the  Governor  to  deliver  Kwoh-OrSing  to 
the  Chinese  authorities  to  be  tried  for  both  murder  and  piracy,  or 
ought  he  to  have  committed  him  to  be  tried  for  the  piracy  at 
Hong  Kong  ?  In  their  opinion  he  ought  to  have  committed  him 
to  be  tried  for  the  piracy  at  Hong  Kong.  They  think  that  the 
acts  of  piracy  jure  gentium  with  which  Kwoh-OrSing  was  charged 
may  be  plainly  distinguished  from  those  acts  of  piracy  which 
they  have  before  stated  to  be,  in  their  opinion,  within  the  Ordi- 
nance and  the  Treaties.  If  Chinese  subjects,  starting  from,  and 
returning  to,  Chinese  territory,  attack  a  ship  of  some  other  nation, 
whether  in  harbour  or  at  sea,  they,  making  that  territory  as  it 
were  the  .base  of  their  operations,  must  be  held  to  commit  an 
offence  against  the  municipal  law  of  China  and  against  the  Chinese 
Government,  whether  they  commit  an  act  of  piracy  yur^^en^tum 
or  not;  but  if  Kwoh-OrSing  committed  an  offence  against  the 
municipal  law  of  any  nation,  he  committed  an  offence  against  the 
municipal  law  of  Francey  to  which  he  was  subject  at  the  time,  and 
not  against  the  municipal  law  of  China  ;  and  if  he  is  punishable  by 
the  law  oiChina^  he  is  only  so  punishable  because  he  has  committed 
an  act  of  piracy  which,  jure  gentium,  is  justiciable  everywhere. 
They  are  of  opinion  that  such  an  offence  is  not  an  offence  against 
the  law  of  China  within  the  meaning  of  the  Ordinance.    On  the 
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whole,  therefore,  they  are  of  opinion  that  the  warrant,  by  which       J.  C. 
the  magistrate  authorized  the  Governor,  if  he  thought  &t,  to        1878 
deliver  Kv)dk<L-8ing  to  the  Chinese  authorities  to  be  tried  by    ati^nxt-     ^ 
them  for  murder  and  piracy,  was  an  illegal  warrant,  and  one^^^^JJ^* 
beyond  his  jurisdiction,  and  that,  therefore,  the  first  order  of  the     of  Hono 
Lord  Chief  Justice  for  the  release  of  Kwok-c^Sing  was  right  and         «. 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  Kwok^dto. 

Having  come  to  this  conclusion,  their  Lordships  need  not  give 
any  opinion  upon  the  validity  of  the  other  grounds  on  which 
the  Chief  Justice  thought  that  Kwoh-a-Sing  ought,  on  the  first 
occasion,  to  be  discharged.  They  think,  however,  it  is  right  to 
state  that  they  do  not  agree  with  the  Chief  Justice  that  the  evi- 
dence before  him  proved  that  La  Nouvdle  PSnUope  was  a  slave- 
ship,  and  that  KwohorSing  and  the  other  coolies,  who  acted  with  v 
him,  were  justified  in  killing  the  captain  and  the  French  sailors, 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  their  liberty.  There  was  evidence, 
from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  some  of  the  coolies  had,  by 
fraud  or  by  threats  on  the  part  of  other  Chinese,  been  induced  to 
go  to  the  barracoon,  and  embark  on  board  the  ship  against  their 
will.  They  appear,  however,  all  to  have  professed  to  the  Portu- 
guese authorities  at  Macao  that  they  were  willing  emigrants ;  and 
there  was,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  no  sufficient  evidence  upon 
the  depositions  that  either  the  Portuguese  authorities  at  Maca/>^  or 
the  French  captain  and  crew,  were  any  parties  to  compelling  any 
of  the  coolies  to  leave  China  against  their  will. 

Their  Lordships  have  next  to  consider  whether  the  judgment 
and  order  of  the  22nd  of  May,  1871,  whereby  Kwh^^Sing  was, 
for  the  second  time,  discharged  from  custody,  was  valid.  He  was 
discharged  solely  upon  the  ground  that  he  had  been  committed  a 
second  time  for  the  same  ofience,  contrary  to  the  6th  section  of 
31  Car.  2,  c.  2.  They  cannot  agree  with  the  construction  which 
the  Chief  Justice  has  put  upon  this  section  of  the  statute.  The 
principal  object  of  the  section  seems  to  have  been  to  prevent  per- 
sons, who  had  been  brought  up  on  a  writ  of  habeas  earpw,  and 
discharged  on  giving  bail  and  entering  into  their  own  recognisance, 
from  being  again  arrested  for  the  same  offence,  and  obliged  to  sue 
out  a  second  writ  of  habeas  earpus.  This  appears  from  the  provi- 
sion by  which  the  person  discharged  may  be  again  arrested  by  the 
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J.  0.       order  of  the  Courts  wherein  he  shall  be  bound  by  recognisance  to 

1873        appear,  or  other  Oonrt  having  jurisdiction  of  the  cause.    The 

Att^by-    words  **  other  Court  haying  jurisdiction  of  the  cause,**  were  pro- 

^™*oSo^  bably  added  to  meet  the  case  of  an  indictment  having  been  moved 

OP  HoNo     by  eerliorari  from  one  Court  to  another. 

V.  They  do  not  say,  however,  that  the  section  may  not  also  apply 

KwoK^SiKo.  ^  ^^^g  ^j^^^^  ^  prisoner  is  discharged  unconditionally  upon  the 

ground  that  the  warrant,  on  which  he  is  detained,  shews  no  valid 
cause  for  his  detention.  They  think,  however,  it  can  only  apply 
when  the  second  arrest  is  substantially  for  the  same  cause  as  the 
first,  so  that  the  return  to  the  second  writ  of  habeas  corpus  raises 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  the  same  question  with  reference  to 
the  validity  of  the  grounds  of  detention  as  the  first  In  the  present 
case  the  second  warrant  is  a  warrant  by  which  Kwoh-chSing  was 
/  committed  to  take  his  trial  at  Hong  Kong  for  piracy  jure  geniiutny 

and  was,  in  their  opinion,  a  valid  warrant.  They  think  he  ought 
not  to  have  been  discharged  from  his  custody  under  that  valid 
warrant  because  he  had  been  previously  discharged  from  an 
unlawful  imprisonment. 

Their  Lordships  will  accordingly  humbly  recommend  to  Her 
Majesty,  that  the  judgments  and  orders  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Hong  Kong  of  the  29th  of  March,  1871,  and  the  18th  of  April, 
1871,  should  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  judgment  and  order  of  the 
22nd  of  May,  1871,  should  be  reversed,  and  that  there  should  be 
no  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  The  Queen's  Proctor. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Shaen,  Boseoe,  dt  Massey. 
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EICHARD  McOONNEL Appbllakt  ;         J.  o .• 

AND  1873 

ARTHUE  H.  MUEPHT  akd  JEEEMIAH  C.  ]  ^1^22. 

murphy,  trading  under   the  name  of  |  respondents. 
Arthur  H.  Murphy  and  Co 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 

PROVINCE  OP  QUEBEC,  CANADA  (1). 

CcMtruciion  of  CcntnKt — Word^  of  Expectancy — Estoppd  by  Pleading. 

A,  M,f  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  Jtf.  ^  Co,^  merohants^  in  Q.»  of  which  he 
was  a  member,  entered  into  the  following  contract  with  £,  if. : 

"  B,  M,  sells,  and  Messrs.  M.  &.  Co,  buy,  all  of  the  spars  manufactured  by 
B.  M.y  say  about  600  red  pine  spars,  averaging  by  culler's  measurement  in 
Q.,  16  inches,  at  the  sam  of,  Ac,  delivered  free  of  charge  in  Q.  The  above 
span  will  be  out  of  the  lot  manufactured  by  J.  J9.,  the  lengths  of  which, 
according  to  his  specification,  I  am  satisfied  with." 

The  lot  manufactured  by  J.  B,  was  found  to  consist  of  603  spars,  of  which 
only  496  averaged  16  inches : — 

ffeldf  upon  the  oonstmction  of  the  contract,  that  M,  db  Co.  were  bound  to 
accept  the  496  spars  at  the  rate  agreed  on,  the  words,  *'  say  about  600  red 
pine  spars,"  being  words  of  expectation  and  estimate  only,  and  not  amount- 
ing to  a  warranty. 

Where  the  declaration  shews  substantially  a  contract,  and  a  tender  in  com- 
pliance with  it,  the  Plaintiflf  is  not  estopped  from  contending  for  the  true  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  by  the  fact  that  he  has  also  set  out  in  his  declaration 
an  alternative  case  of  a  tender  which  would  not  have  been  a  compliance. 

1  HIS  appeal  was  brought  from  the  decision  of  the  Conrt  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  the  province  of  Qudfec^  Canada,  pronounced  in  an  action 
which  was  instituted  by  the  Appellant,  a  person  engaged  in  the 
lumber  trade,  residing  in  Ottawa,  against  the  Eespondents,  who 
were  timber  merchants  at  Quebee,  for  not  accepting  certain  red 
pine  spars  in  fulfilment  of  a  contract  o(  sale  entered  into  between 
the  parties  on  the  22nd  of  April,  1864  ;  aud  the  principal  question 
to  be  decided  by  the  appeal  was  the  true  meaning  of  such  contract 
of  sale. 

*  Prewn^:— Sib  James  W.  Colvile,  Sib  BobbJt  J.  PhuiIimobe,  Sib  Mo^r- 
TAoui  E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Hobsbt  P.  CIolijeb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  this  report. 
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J.  0.  The  course  of  business  in  the  lumber  trade  appears  to  be  as 

1878       follows : — ^A  lumberer  (as  a  person  engaged  in  the  trade  is  called) 

MoOoNHB.    obtains  from  Goyemment  the  right  to  cut  timber  within  certain 

MvuOT      ^^^^  ^^^  ^  small  rental,  subject  to  the  payment  of  dues  on  the 

timber  cut    He  then  sends  into  the  limits  a  party  of  woodsmen  to 

fell  trees,  cut  off  the  branches,  and  roughly  dress  them.  The 
woodsmen  are  under  the  control  of  a  person  called  a  sparmaker, 
who  selects  the  trees  to  be  cut  and  superintends  the  mode  of  their 
dressing ;  and  the  value  of  spars  in  the  market  depends  partly 
upon  the  known  skill  and  experience  of  the  spar-maker  by  whom 
they  have  been  made.  The  spars  are  then  brought  down  in  rafts 
to  Quebee,B.nd  are  there  re-dressed  by  licensed  persons  called  cullers, 
who  measure  them  on  behalf  of  Government,  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  the  amount  of  the  Government  dues.  The  size  of 
spars  consists  in  their  length  and  the  number  of  inches  of  their 
girth,  and  their  value  increases  greatly  with  their  size.  The  spar- 
makers  send  forward  to  their  employer  an  estimate  of  the  probable 
size  of  the  spars,  allowing  for  the  reduction  that  will  take  place 
by  the  re-dressing  at  Q116600,  and  the  spar-makers  usually  allow  so 
liberally  for  the  loss  of  size  on  this  re-dressing  that  the  actual 
culler's  measurement  is  usually  from  one-half  to  one  and  a  half 
inches  greater  than  the  estimate  sent  down  from  the  woods. 

The  cost  of  preparing  the  spars  is  often  advanced  in  part  by  the 
lumberer's  agents  at  Qwbee,  who  then  exercise  a  control  over  the 
sale  of  the  spars  in  order  to  secure  them  repayment 

The  facts  of  the  present  case  were  as  follows : — 

In  the  autumn  of  1863  the  Appellant,  McConndl^  who  carried  on 
his  business  of  lumberer  on  the  PeteuHiwa  river,  employed  a  spar- 
maker  named  Brautseau,  who  was  known  for  his  experience  and 
skill,  to  superintend  the  making  of  a  lot  of  spars,  giving  him 
special  directions  that  on  an  average  their  size  should  amount  to 
16  inches. 

Brauiseau  accordingly  prepared,  during  the  winter  of  1863-64, 
603  spars,  which  were  known  in  the  trade  as  "  Brausteau^i  lot," 
and  he  forwarded  to  tfie  Plaintiff  a  specification  of  their  estimated 
sizes,  the  average  size  being  15|-  inches.  Brotmeau,  however,  in- 
formed the  Plaintiff  that  he  had  made  so  large  an  allowance  in  his 
estimate  for  their  loss  in  re-dressing,  that  he  had  no  doubt  that 
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their  average  size  when  measured  by  the  cullers  at  Quebec  would       J.  C. 
be  16  inches.  1878 

The  Plaintiff  sent  the  specification  of  the  sizes  of  the  spars  to   mcCoshsi* 
Messrs.  Boss  db  Co^  who  had  advanced  him  money  on  them,  and    ji^jj^ht 
acted  as  his  agents,  that  they  might  offer  the  spars  for  sale.  

The  Bespondents,  Messrs.  Murphy  db  Co.,  having  seen  the  speci- 
fication, but  not  the  spars  themselves,  entered  into  communications 
with  the  Appellant  with  reference  to  the  purchase  of  the  spars,  and 
the  following  written  contract  was  eventually  drawn  up  and  signed 
by  both  parties : — 

So  «  Otiaway  22nd  April,  1864- 

^  B  **Biehard  MoOannel,  Esq.,  sells,  and  Messrs.  Arthur  H. 

p  s  Mwrjihy  &Oo.  buy,  all  the  spars  manufactured  by  JBteAard 
£  g  .  Mcdmnd^  Esq.,  say  about  six  hundred  red  pine  spars, 
^  S  *!  ^^^^S"%  ^7  culler's  measurement  in  Qi^bee  sixteen 
1^  «^  Q^  inches,  at  the  sum  of  thirty-four  dollars  currency,  as 

^  a  5  follows,  viz: — 

g  j§  ^  One-third — cash, 

-^  I  I*  One-third— 60  days, 

g  j|  ^  One-third— 90  days, 

S  1^  or  all  cash  less  two  and  a  half  per  cent,  on  two-thirds 

of  the  amount,  delivered  free  of  charge  in  QuAec  during  the 

season  of  1864,  optional  with  sellers  to  choose  terms  of  payment. 

The  above  spars  will  be  out  of  the  lot  manufactured  by  Mr.  John 

Brousseau,  the  lengths  of  which,  according  to  his  specification,  I 

am  satisfied  with.    The  whole  subject  to  approval  of  Messrs.  Boss 

&  Go.  of  Quebec. 

*"  (Signed)        Biehard  MeOofmea." 

Messrs.  Murphy  &  Co.  then  applied  to  Messrs.  Boss  it  Co.  to 
ratify  the  contract^  who  agreed  to  do  so  subject  to  oertaina  Itera- 
tions, and  the  following  indorsement  was  made  on  the  back  of  the 

contract : — 

"  Quebec,  25th  April,  1864. 
'' Messrs.  A.  H.  Murphy  <&  Co., 

"  Gentlemen, 

^  We  approve  of  the  sale  of  the  spars  made  to  you  by  Mr.  B. 

McConneU.    Beceived  the  five  hundred  dollars*  deposit  on  account 

of  Mr.  Biduird  MeConneU. 

**  (Signed)        Boss  d  Co. 
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J.  C.  ^'  It  is  ondeistood  that  Messrs.  A.  H.  Mwphy  db  Co.  are  bound 

1873       to  take  the  spars  whenever  they  come  down,  whether  in  1864  or 

MoCoHMKL   1865,  and  that  Mr.  B.  MeOanneU  is  bound  to  deliver  them  as  early 

MuOTT     ^  possible. 
'  **  (Signed)        Arthur  H.  Murphy  <&  Co. 

«  Bass  dt  Co." 

The  spars  reached  Quebec  in  June,  1865,  and  were  then  measured 
by  a  licensed  culler,  when  it  was  found  that  496  pieces  out  of  the 
lot  averaged  16  inches,  whilst  the  remainder  were  slightly  under 
that  average.  On  the  11th  of  June,  1865,  the  said  496  pieces  were 
tendered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants,  and  by  them  refused. 
Subsequently,  on  the  20th  of  June,  600  spars  averaging  16  inches, 
104  of  them  being  of  another  lot  (only  a  few  of  which  were  manu- 
factured by  Brousseau)  were  tendered  to  the  Defendants  and 
refused.  The  value  of  the  spars  had  fallen,  between  the  date  of 
the  contract  and  the  20th  of  June,  1865,  from  $84  to  $15. 

On  the  9th  of  August,  1865,  the  Appellant  commenced  this 
action  against  the  Respondents  for  not  accepting  the  spars  so 
tendered  in  fulfilment  of  the  contract,  and  claimed  $10,000  as 
damages. 

The  declaration  was  as  follows : — 

*^Bichard  McConneU^  of  the  township  of  HuU^  in  the  county  of  Ottawa^  in 
Lower  Canada^  lumber  merchant,  complains  of  Arthur  H.  Murphy  and  Jeremiah 
C.  Murphy f  both  of  the  city  of  QwheCf  merchants  and  co-partners,  trading  under 
the  name  of  Arthur  JET.  Murphy  and  Co,,  and  by  this  declaration  represents  that 
heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  22nd  day  of  April,  1864,  at  Ottawa,  the  said  Plaintiff 
being  then  engaged  in  the  business  of  mannfactaring  and  causing  to  be  manu- 
factured red  pine  spars,  the  said  Plaintiff  and  Defendants  did  condude  and  agree 
to  and  with  each  other  respecting  the  purchase  and  sale  of  about  600  red  pine 
spars.  That  the  said  Plaintiff,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid,  at  Ottaun,  did 
agree  with  the  Defendants  to  sell,  and  did  then  and  there  sell  to  the  Defendants, 
who  then  and  there  bought  of  the  Plaintiff  all  the  spars  mann&otured  by  the 
Plaintiff,  that  is  to  say,  about  600  red  pine  spars,  which  should  ayerage  by 
culler's  measurement  in  Qudtec  16  inches,  at  the  rate  or  sum  of  $34  currency 
each,  payable  one-third  cash  and  one-third  in  sixty  days,  and  the  remaining  third 
in  niuety  days,  it  being,  however,  optional  with  the  Plaintiff  to  elect  to  be  paid 
all  in  cash,  and  in  such  case  a  reduction  of  2^  per  cent,  should  be  made  on  two- 
thirds  of  the  price  of  the  said  spars.  That  the  Defendants  agreed  with  the  Plaintiff 
on  the  day  aforesaid  to  pay  him  for  the  said  spars  at  the  rates  aforesaid,  and  subject 
to  his  election  to  be  paid  in  cash,  and  declared  that  they  were  satisfied  that  the  said 
spars  so  to  be  delivered  should  be  taken  out  of  a  lot  of  spars  manufactured  by  Mr. 
Jean  Brousteau.  That  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  deliver  the  said  spars  to  the  Defendants 
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firee  of  charge  in  Qi*ebec  daring  the  season  of  1864.    That  the  Plaintiff  and  Defen-        j,  q^ 
dants  farther  agreed  that  the  foregoing  mentioned  contract  shoold  be  approved  of 
by  Messrs.  Bass  A  Co.^  of  Qwibec^  before  the  same  shoold  be  binding  upon  them,         y^^^ 
and  that  a  sam  of  |300  canency  should  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  Messrs.  Boss  A    McConhbl 
Co.  for  the  Plaintiff  on  the  return  of  Mr.  Murphy,  to  wit,  the  said  Arthur  JI,  ^* 

Murphy,  to  Qw^,  on  account  of  the  contract.   ^  iwht. 

**  That  on  the  25th  day  of  the  said  month  of  April  the  said  Boss  A  Co,  did  approve 
of  the  said  contract^  and  the  Defendants  did  pay  into  their  hands  the  said  sum  of 
$500. 

*'  That  on  the  day  last  aforesaid  the  Defendants  did  bind  themselves  to  the  Plain- 
tiff to  take  the  spars  whenever  they  came  down,  whether  in  the  year  1864  or 
the  year  1865,  the  said  Plaintiff  being  bound  to  deliver  them  as  early  as 
possible. 

"  And  the  Plaintiff  avers  that  he  caused  the  spars  as  manufactured  by  Mr.  Jean 
Brousseau  to  be  conveyed  to  Qud)ec  as  early  as  possible^  and  that  the  same 
arrived  in  Qwhec,  that  is  to  say,  within  the  harbour  of  Qut^tec^  in  the  month  of 
June  last  past.  That  the  said  spars  were  duly  measured,  and  in  the  said  lot  there 
were  found  only  496  pieces  which  averaged  16  inches  by  culler's  measurement  in 
QuAec,  That  the  said  496  spars  were  duly  tendered  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  De- 
fendants on  the  14th  day  of  June  last  past,  and  he,  the  Plaintiff,  having  declared  his 
option  to  be  paid  in  cash,  was  then  ready  and  willing,  and  did  then  offer  to  deliver 
the  same  to  the  Defendants,  who,  without  assigning  any  reason,  refused  to  receive 
and  pay  for  the  same  under  said  contract. 

^  And  the  Plaintiff  further  avers,  that  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  last  past,  the 
Plaintiff  being  possessed  of  the  said  496  red  pine  spars  and  of  104  other  red  pine 
spars,  which  averaged  by  culler's  measurement  in  Quebec  16  inches,  and  which  in  all 
respects  were  equal  in  quality  and  value  to  the  said  496  red  pine  spars,  did 
tender  and  offer  to  deliver  to  the  Defendants  the  said  496  red  pine  spars  and  the 
said  104  red  pine  spars,  forming  together  600  red  pine  spars  averaging  by  culler's 
measurement  in  Quebec  16  inches,  in  fulfilment  and  execution  of  the  said  contract, 
electing  at  the  same  time  to  be  paid  in  cash ;  but  the  said  Defendants,  without 
aaaigning  any  reason,  refused  to  receive  and  pay  for  the  same,  whereupon  on  the 
day  last  aforesaid  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  ministry  of  Campbell  and  another,  notaries, 
protested  against  the  Defendants  for  their  said  refusal. 

**  And  the  Plaintiff  saith,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  Qu^)ee,  he  caused  the  said 
600  red  pine  spars  to  be  sold  by  public  auction  in  the  usual  and  accustomed 
manner,  and  after  the  public  notice  of  the  same  had  been  given.  That  the  said 
spars  were  so  sold  to  the  highest  and  best  bidder  for  the  stun  of  $9150.  That  the 
costs  and  charges  of  the  said  auction  amounted  to  )150.56c.,  which,  being  de- 
ducted from  the  said  $9150,  leaves  as  net  proceeds  $8999.44c.  That  the  price  or 
value  of  the  said  spars,  according  to  the  said  contract  was  $20,600,  which  Uie  De- 
fendants should  have  paid  to  the  Plaintiff. 

"  And  the  Plaintiff  further  saith  that  the  said  spars  were  not,  in  the  month  of 
June  last,  worth  in  Quebec  more  than  $15^  each. 

*'  And  the  Plaintiff  further  saith  that,  although  he  hath  in  all  things  well  and 
duly  complied  with  the  contract  and  was  ready  to  perform  the  same  according  to 
its  true  intent  and  meaning,  which  was  that  he  should  deliver  to  the  Defendants 
about  600  red  pine  spars,  averaging  by  culler's  measurement  in  Quebec  16  inches, 
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J.  C.        fts  early  as  possible  in  the  years  mentioned,  yet  the  Defendants  have  wrongfully 
.     -        refused  to  receive  the  said  spars,  and  thereby  the  Flainti£f  hath  been  deprived  of 


the  gains  and  profits  which  he  might  and  otherwise  would  have  made  had  the 
MoCoNVEL    Defendants  received  and  paid  for  the  said  spars.    That  by  reason  of  the  premises 
M   ^mr       ^^®  Plaintifif  hath  sustained  damage  amounting  to  the  sum  of  $10,789.31c  cur* 

'      rency,  which  the  Defendants  are  liable  to  pay,  and  have  promised  so  to  do,  but 

now  refuse. 

**  Whereupon  the  Plaintiff  prays  that,  by  the  judgment  of  this  Court,  the  Defen- 
dants may  be  condemned  jointly  and  severally  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  said  sum 
of  )I0,789.31c  currency,  with  interest  and  costs.** 

On  the  2l8t  of  Noyember,  1865,' the  Defendants  filed  their 
perpetual  peremptory  exception  in  law,  by  which  they  stated  that 
the  Plaintiff  committed  a  breach  of  warranty  in  delivering  496 
spars  averaging  16  inches  in  length,  out  of  Br<nuBea/u*8  lot»  instead 
of  600  of  the  same,  and  that  although  the  Plaintiff  afterwards 
offered  another  lot  of  said  spars,  yet  this  other  lot  was  not  the  lot 
purchased  by  the  Defendants ;  and  also  that  the  said  pretended 
sale  by  auction  was  not  a  real  or  land  fde  sale,  and  that  the  said 
spars  were  never  sold  by  public  auction,  but  remained  the  pro- 
perty of  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Plaintiff  by  a  general  answer  filed  on  the  24th  of  November, 
1865,  denied  the  truth  of  the  Defendant's  allegations  in  his  per- 
petual peremptory  exception. 

Evidence  having  been  taken,  the  case  was  heard  in  the  Superior 
Court  before  the  Chief  Justice  Meredith^  who  on  the  9th  of 
September,  1869,  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
assessed  the  damages  at  $8,800,  with  interest  from  that  day,  and 
costs  of  suit. 

On  the  16th  of  September,  1869»  the  Defendants  took  proceed- 
ings to  review  the  said  judgment  before  the  superior  Court,  sitting 
in  review,  at  Quebec. 

On  the  31st  of  December,  1869,  the  parties  were  heard  before 
the  Chief  Justice  MeredUh  and  Justices  Stuart  and  Taachereau, 
sitting  in  the  Court  of  Review  at  Quebec,  when  the  Court  took 
time  to  consider  their  judgment. 

On  the  4th  of  February,  1870,  the  Court  of  Beview  delivered 
judgment,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  the  9th  of 
September,  1869. 

On  the  17th  of  June,  1870,  the  Defendants  filed  their  factum 
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in  appeal  in  the  Oourt  of  Queen's  Bendi  (Appeal  side)  praying  J.  c. 
for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  The  Plaintiff  also  filed  a  case  i873 
as  Beepondent  in  the  appeal  McC^kl 

On  the  17th  of  December,  1870,  the  Court— present,  The  „  *• 
Chief  Justice  DuvcU,  and  Justices  Caran,  Drummond^  Badgley,  — - 
and  Ifonl,— were  of  opinion  that  the^Defendants  were  justified  in 
rejecting  the  said  spars,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  to  fulfil 
his  contract,  and  they  reversed  the  said  judgment  with  costs,  and 
granted  the  Defendants  didradion  de  depena  ;  but  Justices  Caron 
and  Drwnmond  were  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Review  should  have  been  a£Srmed. 

The  Plaintiff  appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  against  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

The  following  is  an  extract  from  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Badffley : — 

^It  is  plain  that  a  specified  entire  quantity  of  a  specified 
dimension,  out  of  a  specified  manfactured  lot,  entered  into  the 
contemplation  and  the  intention  of  both  parties  concurrently  and 
formed  their  contract.    In  this  contract  the  consideration  is  entire 
in  &ct,  on  both  sides,  and  in  such  cases  the  entire  fulfilment  of  the 
promise  by  either  is  a  condition  precedent  for  the  fulfilment  of 
any  part  of  the  promise  by  the  other.    In  entire  contracts  a  part 
fulfilment  would  be  an  absolute  contradiction  in  terms.    The  ciiv 
cmnstances  of  the  particular  case  as  here  make  the  contract  entire, 
and  the  criterion  is  to  be  found  in  the  question  whether  the  whole 
quantity  is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract.    If,  therefore,  as  laid 
down  by  Story  in  his  Treatise  on  Contracts,  although  the  terms  of 
the  contract'  afford  the  rule  for  the  apportionment  of  the  consider- 
ation, yet  if  there  be  a  special  agreement  to  take  the  whole,  and 
if  the  evidence  clearly  shew  that  such  was  the  purpose  of  the 
parties,  the  contract  would  be  entire.    Thus,  where  the  agreement 
is  absolutely  and  unconditionally  to  take  the  whole  of  the  quantity 
at  the  certain  rate  per  measure,  and  there  is  no  usage  of  trade 
creating  a  different  rule,  the  contract  will  be  considered  as  an 
entirety  and  not  a  separate  sale  of  each  portion  measured,  the 
measure  being  only  a  means  of  estimating'^the  gross  sum,  and  the 
quantity  sold  being  an  entire  quantity.    In  this  case,  as  proved  in 
evidence,  the  contract  contemplated  an  entire  quantity  and  an 
Vol.  V.  3  P 
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J.  C.       entire  price  mthout  apportionment,  and  must  be  so  considered  in 

1873        accordance  with  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Brauffham  in  the 

McCoNNEL    known  case  of  Casamajor  v.  Strode  (1),  that  the  entirety  of  the 

MuRPBT.     CGDi^^^^^  is  founded  upon  the  question  whether  the  circumstances 

shewed  that  the  purchaser  would  not  have  bought  except  in  the 

expectation  of  receiving  the  whole.  Now,  if  any  doubt  really 
existed  which  the  contract  itself  and  the  eyidence  could  not  dissi* 
pate,  it  would  be  obligatory  to  go  to  the  uncontradicted  rule  of  our 
own  law  that  the  ambiguity  as  to  what  was  intended  must  be  held 
against  the  vendor;  upon  this  point,  our  own  law  must  be  our 
guide  as  embodied  implicitly  in  the  contract  itself,  the  English  law 
being  confined  to  the  proof  of  it,  and  the  rule  is  thus  given,  *  (Te«t 
le  vendeur  qui  doU  expliquer  elairement  ce  a  quoi  il  aMige;  le 
dauie  doit  s'inierpr4ter  contre  le  vendeur  dcms  le  eas  meme  oit  ce 
dotde  B^Seve  eur  Titendue  dee  MigcUions  qu*il  a  eoniraetS;  ced-a- 
dire,  nonrseulemeni  en  iant  quHl  iagit  du  prix  qu'U  stipule,  mats 
encore  en  iant  qu*il  s'agii  de  la  chose  quil  promet.  Le  vendeur  en 
effel  dans  edles  meme  des  clauses  od  il  semhlejouer  le  role  dupromet- 
ianty  joue  toujours  en  realiii  le  role  de  siipulani,  il  eonnait  sa  chose, 
et  U  saU  mieum  que  personne  a  quelles  conditions  U  veut  se  dessaisir, 
e^est  done  lui  qui  est  le  maUre  du  conirat  et  qui  en  diets  les  condi- 
tions, Cujas  dii:  In  venditionibus  semper  legem  dicit  venditor 
rei  SU8B,'  or,  as  the  rule  is  laid  down  by  old  Loisd,  in  his  Institutes 
Coutumi^res, '  Qui  vend  le  pot  vend  le  mot,' '  et  il  ajoutaii  aveo  nan 
moins  de  verite  qu'il  y  a  plus  de  fols  acheteurs  que  de  fols  ven- 
deurs,  car  le  vendeur  preeisSment  parce  qu*il  eonnait  sa  chose  a  bien 
des  moyens  de  tromper  Tacheteur  qui  ne  la  eonnait  pas,  Voyez 
Poihier,  Vente,  No.  234.  On  a  done  raison  Wexiger  du  vendeur 
qu*il  sexpUque  elairement,  U  doit  etre  tenu  selon  la  regie  cCexpliquer 
ce  a  quoi  il  s'ollige,  c*est  en  effet  Hre  tenu  virtueHement  d^expliquer 
pourquoi  on  s  oblige  et  rnxn/ennant  quoi!  The  judgment  appealed 
from  sets  aside  all  these  principles  of  law  and  fact,  and  after 
setting  aside  the  101  Madaren  spars  as  not  being  in  the  contract, 
in  terms  makes  the  contract  several  by  condemning  the  Defendants 
to  receive  496  spars  in  fulfilment  of  the  averred,  and  proved,  and 
intended  entire  contract  of  600.  The  judgment  is  objectionable 
in  parcelling  an  entire  contract  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  706. 
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contraeimg  partieis  as  proved  by  and  ackmowledged  by  themselyes,  X  c. 

and  in  gabatttnting^anotlito  which  is  neither  averred  nor  proved ;  ibts 

yfhere  the  contraet  isientire^as  here,  a  fall  performance  isa  condi-  mcGoshel 

tion  precedent  to  PlainttSTa  right  of  action.     For  all  these  reasons  ^^^1^^^ 

I  tliink  the  jndgmenttfsppealed  from  should  be  set  aside,  the  con-  — 
tract  having  never  been  carried  out  by  the  Plaintiff,  Bespondent 
in  this  cause."            '  >! 

Jn  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Drummond  the  following  passage 
occurs: — 

''  The  sole  question  ia  the  case  turned  on  the  interpretation  of 
the  contract.  On  ][)ehalf  of  the  Appellants  it  was  contended  '  that 
the  subject  of  the  sale  was  all  the  spars  manulGftctured  by  Brottsseau, 
and  that  there  was  a  Tfarranty  on  the  part  of  the  seller  that  the 
lot  would  consist  of  about  600  pieces,  and  that  they  would  average 
16  inches.'  The  Bespondent,  on  the  contrary,  maintains  that  the 
sale  was  of  all  the  spars  in  Brousseau^s  lot,  which,  taken  together, 
should  be  ascertained  by  culler's  measurement  in  Quebec  to  give 
an  average  of  16  inches,  and  that  according  to  this  view  his 
first  tender  should  have  been  accepted.  I  have  given  the  case 
serious  consideration,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  position  assumed  by 
the  Bespondent  is  con*ect.  That  the  sale  was  not  a  sale  of  all 
Braus9eau^8  lot,  as  the  Appellants  contend,  is  clear,  not  only  from 
the  words  of  the  first  part  of  the  contract,  but  from  the  (*lause  at 
the  end,  which  saya  that  the  spars  sold  '  will  be  out  of  the  lot  tnanu' 
faduredhy  J.eaxk  Brousseau*  To  give  any  other  meaning  to  the 
contract  would  be.  to  violate,  liome  of , the  most  important  rules 
founded  on  cQuxmou  sense,  and  .adopted  by  all  civilized  countries 
for  the  interpi:e.tatio?i  of  written  instruments.  For  it  is  univer- 
sally admitted  that  ijx  construing  a  deed  every  part  of  it  must  be 
tnadej  if  possible,  to  take  effect,  and  every  uord  must  be  made  to 
operate  in  somtf  shape  or  oth^.  (See  Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  p.  414 ; 
also  iSAtfp.  ToRch.  84;  JPZwi.  756.) 

''  It  is  also  acknovylodged  that  the  Court  should  not  introduce 
any  words  which  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  deed,  nor  strike  out  of 
a  deed  words  which  are  there,  in  order  to  make  the  deed  different 
(Broom's  Legal  Maxims,  p.  417).  Now,  to  give  an  interpretation 
to  the  covenant  under  consideration  other  than  that  which  I  hold, 

3  P  2 


.212  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  IL 

J.  0.       the  Court  must  inevitably  refuse  to  give  effect  to  the  very  clear 
1873       and    intelligible  words  ^aut  of  the  lot  manufadurei  by  Jean 
UcGoNHKL   Brousseau,^  or,  in  other  terms,  strike  them  out  altogether. 
MuBPHT  "  CSoming  to  the  interpretation  of  the  words  *  aay  about  600  spars/ 

I  am  of  opinion  that  they  do  not  involve  the  stringent  warranty 

insisted  on  by  the  Appellants.  The  word  *^say '  is  very  different 
from  the  words  '  more  or  less,'  so  common  in  covenants  in  this 
country,  and  so  fully  commented  on  by  our  authors.  The  word 
' say '  leaves  a  much  broader  margin  than  ' more  or  less*  It  » 
equivalent  to  the  words  *  supposed  to  be/  leaving  everything  in 
doubt  as  to  precise  quantity,  and  should  be  interpreted  in  a  very 
wide  sense  in  favour  of  the  obligee,  especially  in  a  case  like  this, 
where  the  covenant  was  made  in  the  backwoods,  while  it  was 
known  to  both  parties,  as  well  as  to  all  lumberers  in  that  region, 
that  the  precise  measurement  could  be  ascertained  only  by  the 
culler's  report  at  the  port  of  Quebec." 

Mr.  H.  Matthews,  Q.C.  (witli  whom  was  Mr.  WatTcin  WU- 
Hams,  Q.C.),  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  spars  were  not  to  be  all  Brousseau's  lot,  but  out  of  Brovsr 
seau^B  lot.  This  is  not  a  case  of  the  sale  of  an  entire  quantity 
and  an  entire  price.  It  is  clear  from  the  principle  of  selection 
out  of  603  spars  that  the  whole  was  not  bought;  nor  is  there 
any  warranty  to  be  found  in  the  mention  of  the  probable  number 
of  the  spars.  Lord  Abinger^s  judgment  in  the  case  of  GhviUm  t. 
DanieU  (1)  is  in  point.  He  there  holds  that  the  words  *^  say  from 
1000  to  1200  gallons"  were  words  expressing  expectation  only, 
and  not  an  undertaking  that  such  should  be  the  quantity.  And 
the  authority  of  that  case  was  recognised  in  Leeming  v.  Snaith  (2) 
though  the  words  being  different  in  the  latter  case  the  decision 
was  against  the  vendor :  the  words  ''  say  about  600  red  pine  spars" 
apply  only  to  the  quantity  n^anufactured,  and  do  not  refer  to  the 
quantity  which  was  likely  to  average  16  inches  in  girth. 

It  is  true  the  declaration  sets  out  the  offer  of  600  spars,  and 
relies  on  that  in  the  alternative  as  a  fulfilment  of  the  contract, 
but  it  sets  out  the  contract  itself  sufficiently  and  shews  a  tender 
of  496  spars  of  the  required  measurement  out  of  the  lot  manu- 

(1)  2  C.  M.  &  R.  61.  (2)  16  Q.  R  275. 
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factored  by  BrotMseau,  and  the  eflfect  of  this  is  not  impaired  by       J.  C 
what  is  said  alternatively.  1873 

[He  also  referred  to  Coekerett  y.  Aucomple  (1)^  and  Covob  r.  hoConvbl 

Bingham  (2).]  ^^ 

Sir  John  B.  Kardake,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  BompaSj  for  the  Bespon- 
dents : — 

The  rule  of  construction  of  the  Canadian  law  applicable  to  this 
case  is  to  be  found  in  Art.  1019  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower 
Canada^  viz., ''  In  cases  of  doubt  the  contract  is  interpreted  against 
him  who  has  stipulated  and  in  favour  of  him  who  has  contracted 
the  obL'gation."  So,  by  the  French  law,  on  which  the  law  of 
Lower  Canada  is  founded,  the  vendor  is  bound  to  make  out  a 
definite  contract,  or  if  there  be  two  constructions,  the  benefit 
should  be  given  to  the  vendee  to  elect  which  he  thinks  best 
The  Code  CivU  says,  in  Art.  1602  (see  Troplong^  Droit  CivU 
ezplique,  torn.  i.  pp.  346,  351).  '^  Le  vendeur  est  ienu  {Fexpliquer 
dairemeni  ee  a  quoi  U  e  oblige.  Tout  pade  cbscur  et  amhigu  s*60- 
flijue  eontre  le  vendeur"  The  principle  is  laid  down  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Tindal,  in  his  judgment  in  the  case  of  Borrodade  v. 
Hunter  (3)  :  "  Words  of  insurers  introduced  by  themselves  for  their 
own  exemption  and  protection  from  liability  are  to  be  taken  most 
strongly  against  those  that  speak  the  words,  and  most  fiftvourably 
for  the  other  party." 

The  vendor,  by  his  declaration,  has  put  his  own  construction 
on  the  contract,  for  he  relies  on  the  tender  which  he  made  of  the 
additional  spars  procured  by  him  to  complete  the  number,  and  he 
is  estopped  from  now  asserting  that  the  contract  is  differtot  from 
what  he  alleged. 

Mr.  Matthews,  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Montague  K  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  (the  Appellant),  who 
is  engaged  in  the  lumber  trade,  and  resides  in  Ottawa,  against  the 

(1)  2  0.  P.  (N.S.)  440.  (2)  2  E.  &  B.  886. 

(3)  6  Scott  N.  B.  446. 
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J.  c.      'Be^potidentSy  who  are  merchants  at  Quebee,  for  not  aeoeptiog  a 
1873       quantity  of  timber  under  a  contract  of  sale. 
HoCovNKL       ^'^6  defence  made  to  the  action  was,  that  the  timber  tendered 
^  ^'         was  not  in  compliance  with  the  contract,  and  therefore  that  the 

Defendant  (the  Bespondent)  had  a  right  to  reject  it. 

The  dircumstances  which  led  to  the  contract  are  as  follows : 
The  Plaintiff  had  cut  a  quantity  of  timber  in  Ottawa^  and  the 
persoti  whom  he  had  employed  in  cuttiiig  it  was  a  man  <ii  the 
name  of^  Brouaseau,  who  appeared  to  have  considerable^  reputation 
for  his  skiUul  mode  of  selecting  and  cutting  timber.'  It  seems  that 
Brouseeau  bad  sent  down  to  Quebee,  to  an  agent  of  the  PlaintiiSs, 
a  specification  of  the  timber  he  had  cut.  From  that  specifieation 
it  appears  that  the  quantity  of  spars  cut  was  608.  The  length  of 
the  spars  is  given,  and  also  the  square  or  the  girth.  The  im- 
portant matter  to  be  considered  in  this  appeal^  as  &r  as  measure- 
ment goes,  is  the  square  or  girth  of  the  spara  The  specification 
ahewed  spars  of  varying  girths  ranging  from  as  high  as  20  inches 
•  to  as  low  as  14  inches,  the  average  of  the  whole  specification  being 
15^  inches.  The  course  of  business  appears  to  be  that  the  spars 
are  dressed  in  the  woods  where  they  are  cut^  but  roughly  dressed 
there,  and  that  in  the  specification,  which  is  sent  down  to  QuAec 
after  i  that  dressing,  and  in  which  the  measurements  are  stated, 
allowanee  is  made  for  a  further  dressing,  which  is  to  take  place  in 
Quebec,  by  persons  called  cullers,  who  not  only  measure  the  spars 
there  for  the  purpose  of  the  Government  revenue,  but  again  dress 
the  spars,  and  to  some  extent  reduce  their  girth.  The  course 
'seems  to  be  that  the  persons  who  first  dress  the  timber  in  the 
woods  in  their  estimate  of  the  square  or  girth  of  the  timber  make 
a  large  allowance  for  what  is  likely  to  be  the  reduction  in  the 
second  dressing,  and  so  large  that  the  spars  will,  when  measured 
by  the  cullers,  exceed  the  measurement  which  they  insert  in  their 
specification.  That  mode  of  inserting  the  girth  in  the  specification 
appears  to  be  known  to  those  engaged  in  the  trade,  as  both 
parties  in  this  case  were. 

After  the  specification  had  been  sent  down,  interviews  took 
place  between  one  of  the  Bespondents  and  the  agent  of  the 
Plaintiff,  in  which  the  specification  was  shewn  to  the  Defendants, 
and  after  having  seen  it,  and'  with  a  Imowledge  of  the  general 
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oircumstanoes  of  the  trade,  the  contract  in  question  was  made.       J.  c. 
Undoubtedly  there  was  one  fact  which  was  in  the  knowledge  of       1873 
the  FlainttS*'s  agents  and  which  does  not  appear  to  haye  been    mcCohna 
«omxnanicated  to  the  Defendants,  namely,  the  fact  that  in  this    ^^  ^* 

particular  case  Brauaseau  had  informed  the  Plaintiff's  agent  that       

he  had  no  doubt  that  the  spars  would  measure,  according  to  the 
culler's  measurement,  16  inches  upon  the  average.  However,  that 
really  was  only  commimicating  in  this  particular  case  the  feu^t 
which  was  generally  known  throughout  the  trade,  resulting  from 
the  mode  in  which  the  measurements  were  usually  niade. 

The  whole  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment. The  agreement  is  in  these  terms : — ^^  Bichard  McCanndl, 
Esquire,  sells,  and  Messrs.  Arihtir  H.  Murphy  dk  Co.  buy,  all  of 
the  spars  manufactured  by  Bichard  MeConndl,  say  about  600  red 
pine  spars,  averaging  16  inches  by  culler's  measurement  in  QuAeCf 
at  the  sum  of  $34  currency,  payable  as  follows."  And  then  the 
mode  of  payment  is  stated.  '^  The  above  spars  will  be  out  of  the 
lot  manufactured  by  Jean  BrauieeaUf  the  lengths  of  which,  accord- 
ing to  his  specification,  I  am  satisfied  with."  The  time  for  the 
delivery  of  the  spars  was  afterwards  enlarged  in  consequence  of  the 
impossibility  of  bringing  down  the  rafts  to  Quebec  from  the  state 
of  the  river,  but  no  question  turns  upon  that  enlargement  of  the 
time.  It  was  not  until  1865  that  the  spars  reached  QuAec,  and 
when  measured  by  the  cullers  it  turned  out  that  the  whole  lot  did 
not  average  16  inches,  but  that  out  of  the  whole  there  was  a 
quantity  of  496  spars  only  which  reached  the  full  average  of 
16  inches.  That  fact  being  ascertained,  the  496  spars  were  form- 
ally tendered  to  the  Defendants,  who  refused  them,  giving  no 
reason  for  their  refusal.  It  is  plain  that  at  this  time  the  price  of 
spars  had  very  considerably  fallen,  and  that  it  was  not  to  the 
interest  of  the  Defendants  to  complete  the  sale.  They  do  not  dis- 
guise that  they  were  unwilling  to  take  the  spars  in  that  state  of 
the  market.  The  question  is  whether  they  were  justified  in  refusing 
to  accept  them. 

The  construction  put  upon  the  contract  by  the  Defendants  in 
order  to  justify  their  refusal  to  accept  the  spars,  which*  upon 
the  average,  did  measure  the  girth  stipulated  for,  is  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  bound  to  tender  to  them  about  600  spars  of  this 
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J,  0.       average,  and  that  they  were  not  bound  to  accept  any  less  quantity 

1S73        when  tendered.    That  is  the  ground  of  their  defence,  and  the 

Bfc€QNiiSL    qtiestion  is,  whether  their  view  of  the  contract'  is  right,  namely,, 

MwHT      ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  contain  a  description  of  the  thing  sold  which  binds  the- 

— —        seller  to  deliver  that  quantity,  and  justifies  the  vendee  in  refusing' 

to  accept  any  smaller  quantity. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  that  their  Lordships  have  been  able- 
to  give  to  this  contract,  which  is  not  free  from  some  difficulty,  they 
are  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  have  not  sustained  their  conten- 
tion. The  substance  of  the  contract  appears  to  be  that  so  many 
of  the  spars  manufactured  by  the  Plaintiff  through  his  agent  Jean 
Brousseau  as  would  together  average  16  inches  according  to  culler's 
measurement  should  be  delivered  to  the  Defendants.  The  contract 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  sale  of  the  whole  quantity  manufieu^tured 

« 

by  McConn^  through  Brousseau.  If  it  had  been  it  would  have* 
been  differently  expressed.  The  words  are  **McConndl  sells,  and 
Murphy  buys,  all  of  the  spars  manufactured  by  McConndl,  say- 
about  600  red  pine  spars,  averaging  by  culler's  measurement  ii> 
Quebec  16  inches."  Now  if  the  words  ''say  about  600  red  pine 
spars  "  are  omitted,  it  is  a  sale  of  all  of  the  spars  manufactured  hy 
MeConneU  averaging  by  culler's  measurement  so  much.  It  seems 
to  be  a  reasonable  construction  to  hold  that  the  parties  were 
referring  to  such  of  the  spars  so  manufactured  as  should  together 
average  by  the  culler's  measurement,  which  was  to  be  a  future 
measurement,  so  many  inches.  That  the  whole  lot  mentioned  ii^ 
the  specification  was  not  intended  to  be  sold  is  made  plain  by  the 
subsequent  part  of  the  contract,  which  provides  that  the  above 
spars,  that  is,  the  spars  sold,  will  be  out  of  the  lot  manufactured 
by  Broueeeau,  the  lengths  of  which,  according  to  his  specification,, 
the  vendee  expressed  himself  satisfied  with.  The  words  ''out  of" 
render  it  clear  that  the  whole  lot  was  not  the  subject  of  the  sale.. 
The  meaning  of  the  parties  appears  to  be  that  out  of  this  lot  of 
603  spars  coming  down,  which  was  to  be  measured  by  the  cuUerp, 
the  vendee,  desiring  to  have  spars  of  a  certain  girth  only,  was 
willing  to  take  so  many  as  would  satisfy  his  requirements  as 
to  girth,  and  would  not  take  any  which  would  reduce  the  aveiago 
below  that  girth. 
It  is  said,  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondents,  that  the  Plabtiff 


V. 
MUBFBY. 
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warranted  that  the  whole  which  so  came  down,  or,  at  all  events,       J.  C. 
as  many  as  about  600,  should  average  16  inches.  If  that  had  really       1873 
he&OL  the  intention,  one  would  have  expected  words  more  clearly    moConnsl 
expressing  it     The  words  used  are,  ''say  about  600  red  pine 
spars.''    The  same  words  may  have  different  meanings  according 
to  the  context  in  different  contracts,  but  looking  at  the  way  in 
which  the  words  are  used  here,  *'  say  about  600  red  pine  spars," 
the  words  **  say  about "  appear  to  be  thrown  in  for  the  purpose  of 
guarding  the  vendor  against  being  supposed  to  have  made  an 
absolute  condition  as  to  quantity.    There  is  not  merely  the  word 
*'  about,"  which  in  itself  creates  some  uncertainty,  but ''  say  about." 
These  two  words  used  together  seem  to  be  employed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  shewing  that  nothing  absolute  or  definite  in  the  way  of 
aUegation  of  quantity  was  intended  on  the  part  of  the  vendor. 

Their  Lordships  are  supported  in  the  construction  which  they 
put  upon  the  words  in  this  contract  by  the  case  of  Qwillim  v. 
DanieU  (1),  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.  There,  in  a. contract  to 
manufacture  a  quantity  of  naphtha,  and  to  supply  it  at  stated  in- 
tervals, the  words  were,  ''say  1000  to  1200  gallons  per  month." 
The  Court,  in  putting  a  construction  upon  those  words,  held  that 
they  did  not  amount  to  a  warranty  that  the  manufacturer  would 
supply  that  number  of  gallons,  but  only  to  an  assertion  of  his 
belief  that  that  was  the  quantity  he  should  be  able  to  supply. 
The  words  are  almost  identical  with  those  in  the  present  case ; 
"say  from  1000  to  1200  gallons"  are  certainly  not  more  uncertain 
than  "  say  about  600  spars."  This  case  is  an  authority  that,  unless 
there  is  something  in  the  context  to  give  them  a  more  positive 
signification,  such  words  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  words  of 
warranty. 

The  same  word  ^  say "  was  found  in  another  contract^  which 
came  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  England^  and  re- 
ceived a  construction  in  the  case  of  Leeming  v.  Snaith  (2).  The 
contract  was,  that  /.  8.^  Defendant,  sold  to  L.  and  C.  what  he 
may  pull  up  to  the  6th  of  January,  say  not  less  than  100  packs, 
of  combing  skin  at  so  much  per  pound.  There  the  words  "  not 
less  than  100"  were  very  definite;  they  were  negative  words 
defining  a  minimum  quantity.  The  word  ''say,"  which  pre- 
(1)  2  C.  M.  &  B.  61.  (2)  16  Q.  B.  275. 
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J:  €.  eeded  them,' was  hdd  by  the'  Gouirt  not  to  introduce  uncertainly 

187S  into  words  which  were  in  themselves  definite.    The  previous 

M0C02QIEL  authority  of  OwiRtin  v.  DanieU  was  referred  to,  and  was  certainly 

^,  ^*  not  overruled.    Mr.  Justice  Paiieam^  in  referring  to  it,  distin- 

HUBPBY.  ^ 

guishes  the  case  then  under  decision.    He  says^  *^  I  agree  that  the 

insertion  of  the  words  '  not  less  than '  distinguishes  this  case  from 
GwiUim  v.  Daniea.  There  the  words  '  say  from  1000  to  1200 
gallons '  were  held  to  be  words  of  expectation  only,  and  not  an 
undertaking  that  such  should  be  the  quantity." 

Their  Lordships  think  that  in  this  case  the  words  '^  say  about 
600  "  were  really  words  of  expectation  and  estimate  only,  and  did 
not  amount  to  an  undertaking  that  the  quantity  should  be  so 
much.  The  measurement  was  to  be  future,  the  spars  were  to  be 
paid  for  at  so  much  for  each  spar,  not  in  a  round  sum,  and  the 
natural  construction  of  the  words  appears  to  be  that  the  quantity 
expected  to  come  up  to  the  average  is  about  600  spars.  No  fraud 
or  intentional  deception  being  charged  against  the  Pldntiff,  their 
Lordships  think  that  the  Defendant  was  bound  to  accept  the 
quantity  which  was  ofifered  to  him,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  has  sub- 
stantially performed  the  agreement  which  he  entered  into,  and  is 
entitled  to  damages  for  the  breach  of  it. 

There  is  another  mode  of  construing  the  agreement  upon  whioh 
some  observations  have  been  made  during  the  discussion,  namely, 
that  the  words  "  say  about  600  red  spine  spars  "  apply  only  to  the 
quantity  manu&ctured,  and  that  they  do  not  refer  at  all  to  the 
quantity  which  was  likely  to  average  the  16  inches  in  girth. 
Their  liordehips,  however,  consider  that  the  parties  were  refer- 
ring, in  using  those  words,  to  the  number  that  might  turn  out  on 
the  average  to  be  of  16  inches  girth,  and  that  this  is  a  more 
natural  interpretation  of  the  words  than  to  treat  them  as  descrip- 
tive of  the  whole  quantity  manufactured  by  the  Plaintiff.  Beading 
them  in  this  way  their  Lordships  still  think  that  they  are  words 
of  expectation  and  estimate  only. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  contract  ought  not  to.be  construed  by 
the  principles  which  the  Courts  of  England  would  adopt,  but  upon 
rules  of  the  Canadian  law,  founded  upon  the  old  French  law. 

In  mercantile  contracts,  and  indeed  in  all  contracts  where  the 
meaning  of  language  is  to  be  determined  by  the  Courts  the  govern- 
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ing  prinoiple  must  be  to  ascertain  the  intentioxi  of  the  paitiesy  j.  q. 
through  the  words  they  Have  used.  This  principle  is  one  of  1878 
joniversal  application.  McComhkl 

It  is  seldom,  in  mercantile  contracts,  that  any  technical  or  arti^  MuiffET 
ficial  rule  of  law  can  be  brought  to  bear  upon  their  construction.  *— 
The  question  really  is  the  meaning  of  language^  and  must  be  the 
same  everywhere.  There  may  be  rules  to  assist  the  Courts  in  the 
construction  of  oontracts  in  certain  eases,  and  some  have .  been 
referred  to  as  existing  in  the  law  of  Canada^  but  they  do  not  inter- 
fere with  the  decision  to  which  their  Lordships  have  come.  It 
may  be  olear  that  by  the  law  otiCanada  a  vendor  cannot  enforce 
a  contract  unless  the  thing  which  he  has  sold  can  be  definitely 
ascertained.  If  the  contract  is  so  obscure  that  the  subject-matter 
of  the  sale  cannot  be  identified  or  the  terms  of  the  sale  defined, 
the  vendor  could  aot  enforce  the  contract  So  also  in  cases  of 
doubt^  it  may  be  that  the  interpretation  should  be  against  the 
vendor,  but  that  must  be  understood  of  cases  of  doubt  which 
cannot  be  otherwise  solved.  It  would  follow  irom  these  rules,  that 
where  a  stipulation  is  capable  of  two  meanings  equally  consistent 
with  the  language  employed^  that  shall  be  taken  which  is  most 
against  the  stipulator  and  in  favour  of  the  other  party.  But  their 
Lordships  think  that  this  contract  is  not  properly  capable  of  two 
meanings.  In  questions  of  difiScult  interpretation,  not  only  two, 
but  frequently  many  constructions  may  be  suggested.  And,  after 
all,  there  must  be  one  true  construction ;  and  if  that  true  construc- 
'tion  can  be  arrived  at  with  reasonable  certainty,  although  with 
difficulty,  then  it  cannot  properly  be  said  that  there  are  two 
meanings  to  the  contract. 

Their  Lordships  think  that  the  interpretation  at  which  they 
have  arrived  ia  one  that  the  contract  reasonably  bears,  and  that  it 
is  the  true  meaning  which  ought  to  be  placed  upon  it.  The  con- 
tract, although  short  in  its  terms,  has  undoubtedly  given  occasion  to 
great  difierence  of  opinion  in  the  Courts  below,  and  the  parties  are 
to  some  extent  responsible  for  the  litigation,  because  they  have 
chosen  to  use  language  difficult  to  construe.  There  are  no  ques- 
tions upon  which  Courts  differ  more  frequently  than  upon  this 
class  of  cases.  In  the  present  action  the  Judges  of  the  Superior 
Court  were  unanimous  in  favour  of  the  Appellant,  whilst  in  the 
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J.  a       Court  from  which  this  appeal  comes  a  majority  only  decided  iu 

1873       favour  of  the  Bespondents.    Two  of  the  Judges  were  in  favour  of 

MoO^KEL    ^^^  present  Appellant,  and  one  of  them,  Mr.  Justice  Drummcndi^ 

V.         placed  his  judgment  upon  much  the  same  ground  as  their  Lord- 

—       ships  have  rested  their  own  decision. 

It  is  right,  perhaps,  to  notice  that  an  argument  in  fieivour  of  the 
construction  of  the  Bespondents  was  derived  from  the  Plaintiff's 
declaration.    It  was  said  that  he  had  himself  put  a  construction 
upon  the  contract  which  estopped  him  from  now  asserting  that  it 
was  different  from  that  which  he  had  then  alleged.    Their  Lord- 
ships, however,  think  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  so  estopped.    His 
declaration  sets  out  substantially  what  the  contract  is.    There  is  a 
slight  variance,  not  affecting  however  the  substance  of  it,  to  be 
found  in  that  part  which  refers  to  the  manufacture  by  Brotuseau. 
But  substantially  he  sets  out  the  contract,  and  alleges  the  tender 
which  was  mado,  and  which  their  Lordships  think  was  a  sufficient 
compliance  with  it,  namely,  the  tender  of  the  496  spars,  which 
averaged  16  inches.    He  sets  out  in  his  declaration,  no  doubt, 
an  alternative  case,  namely,  his  having  acquired  from  another 
merchant  a  sufficient  quantity  to  make  up  600  spars,  and  a  tender 
of  that  number.    Their  Lordships  intimated  during  the  argument 
that,  in  their  opinion,  that  would  not  be  a  compliance  with  the 
contract,  which  related  to  spars  manufactured  by  BrcnuseaUf  sup- 
posing there  had  been  a  condition  that  the  quantity  sold  should  be 
600  spars.    But  the  insertion  of  that  alternative  case  in  the  decla- 
ration does  not  interfere  with  the  other  statements  which  are  inde- 
pendent of  it,  and  which  shew  substantially  the  contract  and  a 
tender  in  compliance  with  it. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  allow  this  appeal,  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  to  direct  that  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  Bespondents  should  pay  the  costs 
of  the  appeal  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  They  must  also  pay 
the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  J.  T,  Simpson. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Bischoff,  Bompas^  &  Bisehof. 
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THE  LINDSAY  PETROLEUM  COMPANY  .    Appellants  ;        j.  c  • 

AND  1874 


PROSPER  ARMSTRONG   HURD,  ABRAM )  -^^^^ 

FAREWELL,  and  JOHN  KEMP  .    .    .    . )  ^^^^^^^^^^^s. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  ERROR  AND  APPEAL  OP 

ONTARIO  IN  CANADA. 

Fraud — Bescissum  of  Contract — Reconveyance — Laches, 

A,  having  two  paroela  and  B,  one  parcel  of  land,  supposed  to  contain 
petroleum,  it  was  agreed  .between  them  and  C,  that  C  should  pay  them 
$10,000  for  the  land  if  he  succeeded  in  forming  a  company  for  the  purpose 
of  working  the  oil  springs,  and  in  inducing  such  company  to  pay  him 
$18,750  as  the  price  of  the  land,  out  of  which  he  was  to  keep  for  himself 
$3750.  B,  accordingly,  assuming  the  character  of  owner,  gave  to  C7.  a 
conditional  promise  to  sell  all  the  land  to  him  for  $13,750,  provided  the  ofifer 
was  accepted  within  a  certain  time.  A.  wrote  a  letter,  meant  to  be  shewn  to, 
and  which  was  shewn  to,  persons  intending  to  become  members  of  the  new 
company,  and  was  proved  to  have  influenced  them,  in  which  letter  he  recom- 
mended the  purohase,  not  disclosing  that  he  had  any  interest  therein.  A*  and 
B.  actively  co-operated  with  C.  throughout  the  whole  transaction. 

The  company,  in  ignorance  of  the  combination,  accepted  the  proposal,  but 
having  discovered  the  fraud,  sued  for  a  rescission  of  the  contract : — 

Eeld^  that  the  contract  must  be  wholly  rescinded,  the  price  repaid,  and 
the  land  reconveyed. 

There  being  a  doubt  (owing  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which  the 
company  had  been  constituted)  whether  the  company  was  competent  to 
receive  the  money  and  to  execute  a  reconveyance,  the  order  i»x)vided  that 
the  repayment  should  be  made  to  the  company,  or  to  such  other  persons 
as  wero  entitled  in  their  right,  on  the  reconveyance  of  the  lands  being  made 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Colonial  Court. 

Fraud  being  established  against  a  party,  it  is  for  htm,  if  he  allege  laches 
in  the  other  party,  to  shew  when  the  latter  acquired  a  knowledge  of  the 
truth  and  prove  that  he  knowingly  forbore  to  assert  his  right. 

IN  the  month  of  Aprils  1866,  the  Respondent,  Surd^  who  was 
residing  at  Lindsay^  in  the  proyince  of  Ontario,  obtained  from  the 
Respondent,  John  Kemp,  of  the  village  of  OH  Sprinffs,  in  tlie 
eonnty  of  Liimbton,  a  written  o£fer  to  sell  him  the  three  parcels  of 
land  following,  namely :  First,  a  block  of  25  acres ;  secondlyi 

*  Present :— Th«  Lobd  Crakcellob,  Sib  Babkks  Peacock,  Sib  Montague 
£.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collibb. 
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J.  C,       another  block  of  25  acres ;  and,  thirdly,  a  block  of  12^  acres ; 

1874    •  provided  the  offer  were  accepted  within  a  month  from  the  date 

liiKDBAT     thereof.    The  price  mentioned  in  the  offer  was  $13,750,  one  half 

^tPiUNy"   ^^  which  was  to  be  paid  at  the  time  limited  for  the  acceptance  of 

«•         the  offer,  and  the  residue  by  subsequent  instalments.    The  effect 

'       of  the  offer  was  that  Eurd  was  not  bound  to  buy,  but  Kemp  was 

bound  to  sell  if  Hurd  came  with  his  money  in  time. 

Kemp  was  in  fact  the  owner  of  only  the  first  lot  mentioned  in 
the  offer.  The  Respondent,  Ahram  Farewell^  was  the  owner  of 
certain  shares  in  the  second  and  third  lots,  and  he  had  power  to 
contract,  and  did  contract,  to  sell  the  whole  of  those  two  lots  to 
Hurd  ;  but  it  was  arranged  between  the  Respondents  that  Kemp 
should  appear  to  be  the  sole  vendor  of  the  whole,  and  that,  for 
that  purfiose.  Farewell  should  nominally  sell  the  second  and  third 
lots  to  Kemp,  and  Kemp  should  sell  or  agree  to  sell  all  the  lots 
to  Hurd  ;  and  in  the  negotiations  for  the  formation  of  the  com- 
pany hereinafter  stated,  and  subsequently  thereto,  the  fact  that 
Farewell  was  one  of  the  vendors  was  concealed  by  all  the  Re- 
spondents. 

Eurd  had  no  intention  of  completing  the  purchase  of  these 
lands  unless  he  could  resell  them.  His  intention  was  to  get  up  a 
company  who  should  purchase  the  lands  at  the  price  named  in 
the  offer  and  work  the  oil  springs,  and  with  this  yiew  he  returned 
to  Lindiay,  taking  with  him  the  offer  which  he  had  so  procured 
His  object  and  intention  were  known  to  Kemp  and  to  Farewell. 

After  his  return  to  Lindsay,  Eurd  endeavoured  to  get  up  a 
company  accordingly,  and  he  called  upon  various  persons,  and 
endeavoured  to  persuade  them  to  take  shares  or  stock  in  such  a 
company.  With  this  view  he  produced,  not  only  the  offer  in 
writing  which  he  had  procured  from  Kemp,  but  also  a  letter 
written  by  Farewell,  in  which  he  referred  to  the  three  several  lots 
mentioned  in  the  offer,  and  spoke  of  the  whole  in  favourable 
terms,  and  stated  that  it  was  a  good  investment  at  the  price,  and 
that  he  would  himself  have  taken  the  land  had  he  known  it  could 
have  been  obtained  at  the  price  mentioned  in  the  offer.  This  letter 
was  stated,  in  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  to  have  been  lost. 

Farewell  was  known  through  the  part  of  the  country  in  which 
Eurd  proposed  to  form  the  company,  and  was  reputed  to  have 
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acquired  knowledge  respecting  oil  lands.    Swrd  procured  the       j.  o. 
letter  from  Farmvdl  for  the  express  purpose  of  using  it  in  effecting       i874 
a  re-sale.    He  knew  that  the  parties  whom  he  expected  to  induce     l^^y 
to  purchase  the  lands  did  not  know  the  value  of  lands  in  the  dis-   PfraoLEUM 
trict^  and  he  belieyed  that  the  opinion  of  Farewell  (he  being         v. 
apparently  a  disinterested  party)  would  favonraUy  influence  in-       — . ' 
tending  purchasers.    Farewell  wrote  the  letter  in  order  that  Surd 
might  shew  it  to  parties  wishing  to  purchase,  and  in  order  that 
they  might  be  influenced  by  his  opinion  expressed  therein.   Fare- 
wdl  also  stated  to  persons  who  were  considering  whether  they 
should  become  stockholders  in  the  company  that  the  investment 
was  a  good  one  at  the  price. 

A  meeting  was  held  at  Lindsay  on  the  30th  of  Aprils  1866,  got 
together  by  the  exertions  of  Surd  ;  and  was  attended  by  about 
twenty  or  thirty  persons.  Hard  produced  at  the  meeting  the 
offer  which  he  had  procured  from  Kemp,  and  also  the  letter  which 
he  had  obtained  from  Farewell. 

The  parties  present  passed  a  resolution  to  form  themselves  into 
a  company  to  buy  the  lands  at  the  price  named  in  the  offer,  and 
an  agreement  to  take  stock  in  the  company  was  at  the  same  meeting 
signed  by  several  of  the  persons  present  to  an  amount  sufficient  to 
pay  the  first  half  of  the  purchase-money,  and  it  was  afterwards 
signed  by  otheis.  Hurd  put  his  name  down  at  the  head  of  the 
list  for  $1000,  and  said  he  thought  he  would  take  $500  more.  He 
was  appointed  president  of  the  company,  and  Mr.  J.  D,  8miih,  who 
was  the  manager  of  the  Ontario  BatA  at  Lindsay,  was  appointed 
secretary  and  treasurer,  and  several  sums  of  money  were  paid  to 
the  latter  in  respect  of  the  subscriptions  for  stock  in  the  company. 
Hikrd  was  authorized  at  this  meeting  to  complete  the  purchase  and 
pay  the  money  on  behalf  of  the  company. 

In  pursuance  of  the  said  resolution,  the  Lindsay  Petroleum  Com- 
pony  was  incorporated  under  the  provisions  of  the  Statutes  of 
Canada.  Surd  accepted  the  appointment  of  president  of  the 
company,  and  acted  in  that  capacity. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1866,  Surd  went  to  OH  Springs  fen*  the 
purpose  of  completing  the  purchase  on  behalf  of  the  intended 
company,  accompanied  by  Thomas  Sadler  and  David  Browne,  who 
subsequently  became  stockholders  in  the  company.    They  arrived 
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J.  C.       there  on  the  '2nd  of  May,  and  Surd  shewed  the  parcel  of  12^ 

1874        acres  (which  was  the  most  yalnable  part  of  the  property)  to  Sadler 

Lindsay     ^^^  Broume.    Sadler  and  Broume  had  a  conversation  with  the 

^S»iw?'   Eespondents,  Kemp  and  Farewell,  who  gave  them  their  opinions 

V*         as  to  the  value  of  the  lands,  but  nothing  was  said  by  Kemp  or 

*      by  FareweU  as  to  their  being  interested  in  the  lands.    Sadler  and 

Broume  acted  in  the  matter  merely  for  their  own  satisfaction,  and 
not  as  agents  or  otherwise  on  behalf  of  the  intended  company. 

On  the  following  day  one  half  of  the  purchase-money  mentioned 
in  the  offer  was  paid  to  Kempy  and  an  agreement  in  wilting,  dated 
the  3rd  of  May,  1866,  was  prepared,  whereby  Kemp  agreed  to  sell 
the  said  lands  to  Hurd  for  $13,750,  payable  one  half  in  cash, 
and  the  balance  by  two  instalments  on  the  18th  of  May  and 
the  3rd  of  June  then  next.  The  agreement  was  written  out  by 
FareweU,  and  in  consequence  of  an  objection  made  by  Thomas 
Sadler^  the  agreement  was  altered  so  as  to  shew  that  Hurd 
was  a  trustee  for  the  intended  company.  The  payment  was 
made  to  Kemp  by  Hurd,  on  behedf  of  the  company,  partly  in 
cash  (being  moneys  subscribed  for  stock  in  the  company),  and 
partly  by  means  of  two  drafts,  which  were  drawn  by  Hurd  on 
John  D.  Smith.  The  drafts  (which  are  in  the  handwriting  of 
Abram  Farewell)  were  indorsed  by  the  said  Hurd,  David  Browne, 
and  Farewell,  and  one  of  the  drafts  was  indorsed  also  by  the  said 
Thomas  Sadler.  The  said  drafts  were  cashed  by  the  bankers  at 
OH  Springs,  the  amount  being  carried  to  the  credit  of  John  Kemp. 
The  cash  was  paid  to  Kemp  in  the  presence  of  FareweU^  and  the 
latter  knew  that  it  was  paid  on  behedf  of  the  company.  The  bills 
were  duly  honoured  and  paid  out  of  the  moneys  of  the  company, 
and  the  residue  of  the  $13,750,  the  purchase-money  mentioned  in 
the  said  offer  and  agreement,  was  afterwards  fully  paid  to  Kemp 
out  of  the  moneys  of  the  company. 

After  the  residue  of  the  purchase-money  had  been  so  paid, 
Kemp,  by  deed  dated  the  13th  of  June,  1866,  conveyed  the  lands 
mentioned  in  the  offer  hereinbefore  stated  to  Hurd,  the  considera- 
tion expressed  in  the  deed  to  be  paid  to  John  Kemp  being  $13,750, 
and  Hurd  shortly  afterwards  executed  a  deed  or  deeds  in  favour 
of  the  company. 

On  the  20th  of  January,  1868,  the  Appellants,  the  Lindsay 
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Petroleum  Company^  having  then  recently  ascertained  that  Fare-       j.  c. 
wM  was,  at  the  date  of  the  offer  and  sale  hereinbefore  mentioned,        1874 
interested  in  part  of  the  lands  comprised  in  the  sale,  and  that  he     LnmsAY 
was  in  fiu5t  one  of  the  vendors  of  the  lands,  filed  their  bill  of  ^^p^*^" 
complaint  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  the  province  of  Ontario         «• 

against  all  the  above-named  Bespondents,  and  thereby  alleged,       * 

amongst  other  things,  that  Hwrd  acted  as  a  trustee  for  the  Appel- 
lants in  entering  into  the  said  agreement  of  the  3rd  of  May,  1866, 
and  that  the  mouey  paid  thereunder  was  the  money  of  the  Appel- 
lants. And  the  Appellants,  by  their  bill,  in  effect  charged  that 
until  recently  they  believed,  as  the  Bespondents  represented  to 
them,  that  Farewell  had  no  interest  in  the  lands,  or  any  of  them, 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase  thereof  by  the  Appellants,  and  also 
believed  that  Eurd  gave  the  Appellants  all  the  benefit  and  advan- 
tages derived  by  him  from  his  bargain  with  Kemp,  and  that  the 
Appellants  acted  in  the  matter  of  the  purchase  in  the  belief  that 
they  had  the  benefit  of  the  unbiassed  judgment  and  disinterested 
advice  of  Hurd  and  FaretoeUf  and  relied  on  the  judgment  and 
advice  of  those  in  whom  they  had  confidence  in  the  matter.  But 
that  the  Appellants  had  recently  discovered  that  there  was  a  frau- 
dulent combination  between  the  Bespondents  in  reference  to  the 
sale,  and  that  the  lands  secondly  and  thirdly  described  in  the  said 
agreement  in  fact  belonged  to  Farewdl,  and  that  he,  whilst  he 
pretended,  in  writing  the  letter  procured  by  Swrd  as  before  men-- 
tioned,  to  be  giving  his  real  disinterested  opinion,  really  wrote  the- 
same  in  order  to  induce  the  Appellants  to  make  a  purchase  by 
which  he  might  profit ;  and  that  Hwrd,  while  he  pretended  to  be- 
advising  the  Appellants  as  one  in  a  position  common  to  himself 
tod  the  other  stockholders,  and  having  no  independent  interest,, 
really  had  an  independent  and  adverse  interest^  which  made  it  the- 
more  profitable  to  him  the  higher  the  Appellants  paid  for  the 
land ;  and  that  the  Bespondents  were  all  interested  in  effecting 
the  sale  to  the  Appellants,  and  divided  between  themselves  the 
profits  arising  therefrom.  And  the  Appellants  charged  that  Eurd, 
with  the  knowledge  of,  and  by  arrangement  with,  the  other  Be- 
spondents, derived  a  profit  and  advantage  in  the  said  transaction 
in  fraud  of  his  duty  as  president  of  the  company  and  trustee  for 
it.  And  the  Appellants  by  their  bUl  prayed  that  the  sale  and 
Vol.  V.  3  Q 
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J.  0.       conveyance  of  the  lands  might  be  cancelled  and  rescinded,  and 

1874       the  Bespondents  ordered  to  repay  to  the  Appellants  the  pnr- 

Lindsay     chase-moneyy  or   that    the   Bespondents   might  be   ordered  to 

^iiwSy'   ^^^^*  ^^^  ^®  profit  derived  by  the  Bespondent  Hurd  from  the 

„*•         purchase. 

It  was  ascertained  from  the  answers  and  examination  of  the 

Bespondents,  that  the  price  of  $13,750  mentioned  in  the  pro- 
visional ofTer  procured  [fr6m  Kemp^  and  in  the  agreement  of  the 
3rd  of  May,  1866,  and  in  the  conveyance  of  the  13th  of  Jnne, 
1866,  was  not  the  true  price,  bnt  a  nominal  price  inserted  by 
fraudulent  collusion  between  the  Bespondents,  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Bespondent  Hard  to  make  a  profit  out  of  the  trans- 
action, the  true  price  being  $10,000.  The  true  price  of  the 
1st  Lot  of  25  acres  was  $100  an  acre,  the  nominal  price  being 
^150.  The  true  price  of  the  2nd  Lot  of  25  acres  was  $50  an  acre, 
the  nominal  price  being  $75.  The  true  price  of  the  3rd  Lot  of 
12}  acres  was  $500  an  acre,  the  nominal  price  being  $650.  It 
further  appeared  that  the  nominal  price  for  the  whole  of  the  lots 
having  been  paid  to  Kemp,  he  retained  the  zieal  price  for  the  Ist 
Lot,  of  which  he  was  the  owner,  and  paid  FdreweU  the  real  price 
of  the  2nd  and  3rd  Lots,  in  which  Farewdl  was  interested,  and 
returned  the  balance  to  Swrd. 

The  Bespondents,  Alram  MireweU  and  John  Kemp,  put  ia  their 
answer  to  the  bill,  and  thereby  admitted  that  Farewell  had  an 
interest  in  the  lands  secondly  and  thirdly  mentioned  in  the  ofier 
procured  by  Hurd.  They  alleged  that  they  believed  that  the 
Appellants,  the  Lindsay  Petroleum  Company,  did  not  make  the 
purchase  in  reliance  upon  the  representations  of  Surd  and  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  said  letter  of  FfMreweU,  but  that,  on 
the  contrary,  the  so-called  stockholders  refused  to  organise  any 
company  or  purchase  the  said  lands  from  Rurd  until  they  had 
selected  two  of  their  number — ^who  subsequently  became  stock- 
holders therein — ^to  visit  and  inspect  the  lands,  and  to  inquire  as 
to  the  fitness  of  the  same  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  to 
ascertain  the  value  thereof;  and  they  further  allied  that  two 
such  persons,  Browne  and  Sadler,  were  so  appointed,  and  visited 
the  lands,  and  made  diligent  and  careful  inquiry  as  to  the  said 
lands,  and  reported  veiy  favourably  thereon,  and  that  so  the  Appel- 
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lants  agreed  to  organise  the  company  and  purchase  the  lands  from       J.  C. 
Surd,    And  by  their  said  answer  they  farther  alleged  that  they        1874 
beUeved  that  it  was  expressly  understood  that  if  Broume  and     l»ss1t 
Sadler  should  report  unfavourably,  the  formation  of  the  company   ^^^J|^ 
should  not  be  proceeded  with;  and  that  if  they  had  so  reported,        .«• 
the  lands  would  not  have  been  purchased  from  Hurd.  ' 

Kemp  and  Farewell  also,  by  their  answer,  alleged  that  they 
made  no  representations  to  Hurd  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the 
ix>mpany  to  purchase  from  him  (Hurd)  or  from  them. 

Abram  Farewell^  by  the  answer,  admitted  that  he  gave  Hurd  a 
letter  contaraing  an  expression  of  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  his 
proposed  purchase,  but  alleged  that  the  statement  contained  in 
the  said  letter  that  he  woidd  have  taken  the  land  had  he  known  it 
could  have  been  obtained  at  the  price,  related  only  to  the  lands 
firstly  mentioned  in  agreement^  and  in  which  he  had  no  interest 
whatever,  and  alleged  that  the  said  letter  was  not  written  for  the 
purpose  of  misleading  the  Appellants,  or  any  other  person.  And 
tibiat  Hurd  distinctly  gave  him  to  understand  that  he  was  pur^ 
chasing  for  himself,  and  not  for  any  one  else,  and  certainly  not  as 
ft  trustee  for  any  person  or  company,  and  further  that  he  believed 
the  said  agreements  (meaning  the  provisional  offer  and  the  agree- 
ment of  the  3rd  of  May,  1866),  were  with,  and  the  conveyance  to, 
Hurd  as  an  individual,  and  not  as  a  trustee,  so  far  as  he  could 
remember,  and  that  he  was  not  informed  that  the  money  paid  for 
the  lands  was  the  money  of  the  Appellants. 

Farewell  and  Kemp,  by  their  answer,  submitted  that  the  Appel- 
lants, by  delays  and  laches,  had  precluded  themselves  from  any 
relief  in  the  cause. 

Hurd  also  put  in  his  answer  to  the  said  bill.  His  answer 
contained  similar  allegations  as  to  the  letter  written  hy  Farewell. 
He  also  denied  that  in  making  the  purchase  from  him,  the  Appel- 
lants relied  upon  the  statements  contained  in  the  said  letter,  and 
alleged  that  Browne  and  Sadler  were  appointed  a  committee  to 
visit  and  inspect  the  lands  on  behalf  of  the  company,  and  that 
they  visited  the  said  lands  as  directed,  and  made  diligent,  faithful, 
and  careful  inquiry  as  to  the  said  lands  and  neighbouring  lands, 
and  as  to  the  actual  selling  price  of  the  same,  and  that  it  was  upon 
their  judgment  and  recommendation,  formed  after  such  examina- 
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tion,  that  the  parties  were  induced  to  form  the  company,  and 
accept  his,  HurcCs,  proposal  for  the  purchase  of  the  lands. 

Hurd,  by  his  answer,  also  denied  that  he  procured  the  agree- 
ment of  the  3rd  of  May,  1866,  as  a  trustee  for  the  Appellants,  and 
aU^eged  that,  on  the  contrary,  he  was  acting  in  an  independent 
position,  having  procured  the  agreement  mentioned  in  the  3rd 
paragraph  of  the  said  bill  (being  the  provisional  offer  hereinbefore 
mentioned)  solely  for  his  own  benefit,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  profit  made  by  him  (which  in  his  answer  he  calls  the  com- 
mission received  by  him),  as  a  remuneration  for  his  time,  trouble, 
and  expenses  connected  with  the  selection  of  the  lands,  and  con* 
ducting  the  negotiations  for  the  purchase  thereof,  and  he  alleged 
that  the  Appellants  were  precluded  from  relief  by  delays  and 
laches. 

On  the  7th  of  May,  1868,  replication  was  filed  in  the  said 
cause. 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  the  Vice-chancellor 
Sp'affffe. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  arguments  the  Vice-chancellor  deli- 
vered judgment  in  favour  of  the  Appellants.  The  following  is  aa 
extract  from  his  judgment : — 

"  The  company  would  naturally  suppose  that  the  price  to  be  paid 
for  the  land  to  Kemp  and  Farewell  was  the  price  named  in  the 
agreement,  or  rather  that  Kemp  was  the  sole  vendor  at  that  price. 
Farewell  wrote  a  letter  to  Hurd^  setting  forth  the  situation  of  the 
land,  its  advantageous  position,  and  value ;  and  the  letter  contained 
a  passage  to  the  effect  that  if  the  writer  had  been  aware  that  the 
property  was  in  the  market  he  would  himself  have  purchased  at 
the  price.  It  is  suggested  that  this  passage  applied  only  to  one  of 
the  three  parcels — the  Kemp  lot ;  but  upon  the  whole  of  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  in  favour  of  its  relating  to  the  whole  property.  This 
letter  was  used  by  Hard  at  a  meeting  called  by  him,  with  a  view 
to  the  formation  of  a  company,  and  h^,  as  appears  by  the  evidence^ 
great  weight  in  inducing  the  formation  of  the  company. 

**  At  this  meeting  two  papers  were  produced :  one  the  agreement 
with  Surd,  the  other  the  letter  of  Farewell.  From  the  former  it 
would  appear  that  Kemp  was  the  sole  vendor  and  Hard  the  pur- 
chaser optionally  at  the  price  named  in  the  agreement.     The 
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letter  of  Farewell  was  produced  as  the  opinion  and  jadgment  of  one 
conversant  with  the  subject,  and  with  the  purpose  of  assisting  the 
jadgment  of  those  to  whom  it  was  read.  It  conceals  two  important 
considerations.  One,  that  the  purchase-money  expressed  was  not 
the  true  purchase-money,  but  some  thousands  of  dollars  more. 
The  other,  that  the  writer  was  not  giving  a  disinterested  opinion^ 
but  was  himself  interested,  being  a  vendor  of  the  greater  part  in 
quantity  and  very  far  the  greater  part  in  price  of  the  land  sold. 

^  As  to  Hard,  his  representations  to  the  meeting  amounted  to 
this :  That  the  purchase-money  he  was  to  pay  was  that  expressed. 
His  production  of  the  agreement  amounted  to  this,  looking  at  the 
occasion  upon  which  it  was  produced.  It  is  different  from  the  ex- 
pressed consideration  in  a  conveyance.  What  was  produced  was 
4UI  offer  from  an  assumed  owner  of  land  to  sell  at  a  certain  price 
provided  the  offer  was  accepted  within  a  limited  time,  and  with  it 
was  produced  a  letter  predicated  upon  the  expressed  purchase- 
money  being  the  true  purchase-money.  This,  without  explanation, 
was  a  representation  that  the  true  purchase-money  was  the  same 
ss  that  expressed.  This  was  a  misrepresentation  and  a  fraud  upon 
those  to  whom  it  was  made.  It  was  also  a  fraud  to  use  the  letter 
of  FareweOf  to  guide  the  judgment  of  those  to  whom  it  was  read. 
The  conclusion,  from  the  agreement  being  in  tlie  name  of  Kemp 
<mly,  was  that  he  was  the  sole  owner  and  vendor,  concealing  the 
£ict  that  the  writer  was  the  owner  of  the  greater  part ;  this  was  a 
mippremo  vertj  which  was  equivalent  to  a  fraudulent  representa- 
tion. The  letter  would,  of  course,  have  had  less  weight,  if  known 
that  the  writer  was  the  owner  of  a  large  portion.  In  this  view  it 
is  not  material  that  there  was  no  fiduciary  relation  between  Hiird 
4aid  the  company.  If  there  was  not,  there  was  still  a  relation  of 
confidence  between  the  parties.  He  proposes  that  others  shall 
<embark  with  him  in  a  common  adventure — that  they  shall  become 
|)artner8  together.  Their  position  is  not  that  of  vendor  and  pur- 
chasers, but  it  was  one  of  confidence,  in  which  he  was  bound  to  use 
^rfect  good  faith  with  those  with  whom  he  was  dealing. 

**  The  claim  in  HurcCs  answer,  that  it  was  understood  that  he 
should  be  compensated  by  what  he  calls  (miscalls)  commission,  is 
not  established.  It  is,  in  fact,  negatived  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction,  and  from  what  transpired  at  the  meeting  when  Hard 
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J.  0.  asked  and  the  meetmg  agreed  that  he  should  be  compensated  in  a 
1874  different  way.  As  to  the  company  not  relying  upon  these  repre-^ 
jjomsAY  sentations,  but  judging  for  themselves  and  relying  upon  their 
^BouBUM  judgment  after  personal  inspection  of  two  of  their  number,  the  evi- 
V.  dence  as  to  this  &ils  altogether  to  establish  anything  of  the  kind. 
-..'  Two  members  of  the  company  went  up  to  examine  for  themselves ; 
they  were  not  deputed  by  the  company.  The  one  of  the  two 
examined  proves  this.  Supposing  it  proved  that  a  committee  waa 
deputed,  was  their  report  the  only  thing  relied  upon?  It  would 
be  difficult  to  say  that  the  representations  of  Surd  and  the  letter 
of  Farewdl  had  no  weight,  but  the  company  did  not,  by  a  com- 
mittee, or  otherwise,  form  an  independent  judgment.  So  fiEtr  as  to 
Hurd. 

*^  As  to  Farewell :  He  was  cognizant  of  the  fact  that  the  amount 
of  purchase-money  expressed  in  the  agreement  was  not  the  trne 
purchase-money,  but  greatly  exceeded  the  true  amount.  He  knew 
this  as  to  his  own  land,  and  had  reason  to  suppose  the  same  as  to 
the  Kemp  land,  and  he  knew  also  that  Hurd  contemplated  the 
formation  of  such  a  company  as  he  did  form.  He  gave  the  letter 
for  the  purpose  of  its  being  used  as  it  was.  It  could  not,  indeed, 
have  been  used,  or  intended  to  be  used,  for  any  other  purpose. 

^*  He  joined  JBtircZ,  and  combined  with  him  in  two  things :  in 
writing  the  letter  and  in  giving  the  agreement  the  form  that  it 
had;  without  its  having  that  form  the  letter  would  have  been 
useless.  In  addition  to  this,  is  what  passed  at  the  personal  con- 
ference at  which  Brown  and  Sadler  were  present  The  remarks 
applicable  to  Swrd^B  case,  apply  generally  to  FareuoeU. 

<<  As  to  reinstating  them  in  their  x)06ition,  the  Defendants  may,  if 
they  desire  it^  have  an  account  of  any  profits,  if  any,  made  by  the 
company* 

*<  Bwrd  and  Farewdl  are  in  pari  delicto.  They  were  both  active 
in  the  representations  made  to  the  company,  and  the  decree 
against  both  of  them  will  be  for  repayment  of  the  whole  sum 
paid  by  the  company  for  the  purchase  of  the  lands  in  question ; 
the  whole  of  the  parcels,  as  well  those  sold  by  Kemp  as  those  sold 
by  Farewell^ 

On  the  15th  of  December,  1868,  the  Vice-Chancellor  delivered 
judgment  on  a  point  on  which  it  appears  that  the  former  judgment 
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was  not  final,  viz.  as  to  liabiHtj'  <xf  JCmpi  and  the  proper  decr^  to       j.  q. 
be  made  against  hiniy  when  His  Honour  decided  that  no  distinction       1974 
oonld  be  made  in  his  favour^  and  directed  repaymciot  to  be  made     XiiKDSAT 
with  interest,  the    company  on  their  part  re^conveying  at  the   PfTBOLEUK 
expense  of  the  Respondents  the  land  conveyed.    The  re-conyey*-         «. 
anoe  to  be  to  the  party  or  parties  who  may  repay  the  Plaintiffs.       .^' 
The  decree  to  be  with  costs  against  all  parties. 

The  decree  was  dated  the  15th  of  December,  1868.  It  was 
thereby  ordered  that  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  said  lands 
should  be  cancelled  and  rescinded,  and  that  the  Bespondents  should 
repay  to  the  Appellants  the  sum  of  $13,750,  together  with  the  sum 
of  $2,257*76  interest  thereon  from  the  date  of  the  payment  of  the 
said  purchase-money  to  the  time  thereby  appointed  for  payment, 
making  together  the  sum  of  $16,007*76.  And  that  the  Bespon- 
dents should  pay  the' said  sum  into  the  Canadian  Bank  of  Gomr 
meree,  in  the  city  of  Toronto^  to  the  credit  of  the  Appellants  on  or 
before  the  15th  day  of  February,  1869.  And  it  was  ordered  that 
upon  such  repayment  being  made  a  re-conveyance  of  the  said  land 
should  be  executed  from  the  Appellants  to  the  Bespondents.  And 
it  was  ordered  that  the  Bespondents  should  pay  to  the  Appellants 
their  costs  of  the  suit. 

By  an  order  made  in  the  cause  on  the  12th  day  of  February, 
1869,  it  was  ordered  that  upon  Ahram  Farewell  paying  into  Court 
to  the  credit  of  the  cause  the  sum  of  $16,007.76,  together  with  the 
sum  of  $15.30,  beiag  subsequent  interest  on  the  l^um  of  $13,750, 
making  the  sum  of  $16,023.06,  on  or  before  the  22nd  day  of 
February  then  instant,  all  proceedings  under  the  said  decree  for 
the  recovery  and  realisation  of  the  said  sum  should  be  stayed  until  n 
after  the  rehearing  of  the  cause. 

Farewell  paid  the  sum  of  $16,023.06  into'  Court  to  the  credit 
of  the  cause,  and  it  was  afterwards  inyested  in  the  purchase  of 
dominion  stock. 

The  said  cause  was  re-heard  before  the  full  Court  of  Chancery, 
cousLsting  of  the  Chancellor,  the  Yice-Chancellor  Spragge^  and  the 
Yice-Chancellor  Mowat,  who  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  the 
decree  of  Yic^Chancellor  Spraggewaa  right,  and  by  an  order  dated 
the  8rd  day  of  July,  1869,  the  said  decree  was  affirmed  with  costs, 
to  be  paid  by  Farewell. 
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J.  c.  By  an  order  dated  the  28th  day  of  AugoBt,  1869,  the  time  for 

1874       appealing  against  the  decree  in  the  said  cause  was  extended. 
LiKDSAT         ^^®  ^^^  Abram  Farewell  presented  his  petition  of  appeal  to  the 
PETBotiTJM   Court  of  Error  and  Appeal  against  the  said  decree,  praying  that  the 
V.         same  mi^ht  be  reversed  or  varied. 

*  The  appeal  was  heard  on  the  3rd  of  January,  1870,  in  the  pre- 
sence of  six  Judges. 

The  Chief  Justice  Draper,  after  stating  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  referring  to  the  evidence,  from  which  he  drew  the  same 
conclusions  as  the  Vice-Chancellor,  continued  as  follows : — 

^'  I  have  found  no  authority  nor  'heard  any  argument  to  bring 
me  to  the  conclusion  that,  where  two  or  more  parties  combine  for 
the  individual  and  several  profit  of  each,  and  even  in  different  pro- 
portions, in  fraudulent  statements  and  untrue  representations  to 
attain  their  object,  they  are  not  each  liable  to  the  full  extent  to 
make  good  to  the  injured  party  the  loss  their  conduct  has  occasioned 
to  him. 

''  It  has,  however,  been  suggested  that,  considering  the  delay  of 
the  Plaintiffs  in  filing  their  bill,  and  that  they  had  entered  into 
possession  of  the  lands  or  some  part  thereof  and  had  commenced 
to  sink  a  well  or  wells  in  search  of  oil,  they  could  not  justly  be 
held  to  have  the  sale  of  the  lands  by  the  Appellant  and  Kemp  set 
aside,  and  to  have  the  price  which  these  parties  respectively  de- 
manded  and  received  for  their  interests  returned  to  them,  and  that 
all  which  they  had  really  lost  was  the  amount  which  is  called 
^  HwrcCe  discount,'  amounting  to  $3750. 

'^  I  have,  upon  further  reflection,  but  not  without  much  hesita- 
tion, adopted  this  view,  and  am  of  opinion  that  to  this  extent  the 
decree  should  be  varied,  by  omitting  so  much  as  relates  to  the  can* 
cellation  of  the  sale,  and  by  reducing  the  sum  to  be  repaid  by  the 
Defendants  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  such  sum  as  may  be  found  by  the 
master  as  the  difference  between  the  real  and  nominal  price  of  the 
land,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  no  costs  to  either  party." 

The  Chancellor  (late  Yice-Chancellor)  Spragge  was  of  opinion 
that  the  decree  should  be  affirmed.  He  thought  that  there  was 
no  ground  upon  which  to  fix  the  company  as  purchasers  at  the 
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price  paid  to  the  vendors,  or  indeed  at  any  price ;  and  that  there 
was  no  ground  upon  which  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  general 
rule.  He  was  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  bargain,  being  obtained 
by  fraud,  should  be  set  aside.    He  further  observed : — 

**  With  regard  to  the  delay  in  filing  the  bill,  laches  can  only 
count  from  discovery  of  the  fraud,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew 
that  in  this  case  the  bill  was  not  filed  promptly  after  its  discovery. 
If,  indeed,  it  were  made  to  appear  that  these  purchasers  had  been 
lying  by  after  discovery  of  the  fraud  to  see  whether  their  purchase 
would  turn  out  a  profitable  one  or  not,  it  would  be  a  ground  for 
refusing  them  relief  altogether.  But  nothing  of  this  kind  appears. 
The  scheme  of  these  Defendants  was  intended  to  be  kept  secret. 
They  cannot  say  that  it  was  kept  secret  so  long  as  the  Flaintifis 
ought  not  to  be  relieved  against  it.  It  lies  upon  them  to  shew 
that  it  became  known  to  the  Plaintifi*s  so  long  before  they  filed 
their  bill  that  they  should  be  taken  to  have  acquiesced  in  the 
purchase  with  knowledge  of  the  means  by  which  it  was  brought 
about,  or  to  have  lain  by  advisedly  to  see  how  it  would  turn  out" 

Mr.  Justice  Gwynne  concurred  with  the  Chief  Justice  and  the 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  thinking  that  the  decree  ought 
to  be  varied.  The  learned  Judge  reviewed  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  as  he  considered  them  to  be  proved  by  the  evidence.  He  ap- 
pears to  have  differed  from  others  as  to  the  character  in  which  Broume 
and  Sadler  acted  in  the  examination  of  the  land,  and  to  have  con- 
sidered that  it  was  their  inspection,  and  not  FareweHTs  letter,  whicli 
led  to  the  conclusion  of  the  contract,  and  to  have  considered  also  that 
the  AppeUants  had,  by  delay  and  laches,  lost  their  right  to  rescind 
the  contract.  "  I  see  no  evidence,"  he  observed,  *'  to  shew  when  the 
parties  to  be  affected  did,  in  fact,  discover,  or  might  by  reasonable 
inquiry  have  discovered,  the  facts  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  now  com- 
plain, unless  it  be  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Orde,  a  witness  called  by 
the  Plaintiffs  themselves.  This  gentleman  was  one  of  the  original 
parties  who,  at  the  meeting  of  the  30th  of  April,  contemplated 
making  the  purchase  and  forming  the  company ;  he  subscribed  for 
stock  to  the  amount  of  $2000.  He  went  up  about  the  beginning 
of  June  to  see  the  lands :  this  was  before  the  company  was  formed. 
He  bought  while  there  two  and  a  half  acres  adjoining  part  of  the 
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J.  0.  lands  sold,  at  $1000  per  acre;  from  the  iuformation  he  then  ao- 
1874  qniredy  he  thought  the  price  of  land  was  going  down ;  *  There  was/ 
Lindsay  ^^  ^^7^* '  ^  well  snnk  about  a  half  a  mile,  and  another  about  a  mile 
ItaoLKUH  ffQjjj  fj^Q  twelve  and  a  half  acres ;  they  were  not  prodaeing  wells : 
V.  the  parties  owning  one  of  them  said  they  were  only  making  $5  per 
.-»'  day ;  a  lot^ad joining  was  shortly  afterwards  offered  to  me  at  $75 
per  acre.  Lot  15,  in  the  4th  concession,  seemed  ont  of  the  way  of 
oil'  Notwithstanding  this  information,  the  proceedings  for  form- 
ing the  company  are  continued,  and,  on  the  2nd  of  July,  the  last 
instalment  is  paid ;  before  the  last  instalment  then  was  paid,  the 
intending  purchasers  had  two  months  during  which  they  not  only 
might  have  made,  but  appear  to  have  made,  independent  inquiries 
to  guide  them  in  the  completion  or  rescission  of  the  contract  In 
July  Mr.  Orde  and  Mr.  Martin  were  sent  up  by  the  company  to 
register  the  company's  agreement  forming  the  company  in  the 
county  where  the' lands  lie :  while  there,  upon  that  occasion,  the 
witness  says :  '  Mr.  Martin  and  I  went  up  to  Sarnia  to  make  the 
declaration  as  to  the  company.  This  was  in  July.  I  then  began 
to  lose  [faith  in  {he  oil  wells  and  in  this  company.  Mr.  MdviUe 
Parker  told^ me  the  transaction  was  a  swindle;  and  that  the  twelve 
and  a  half  acres  coM  have  heen  got  for  one-Qiird  of  the  money. 
Parker  told  me  this  in  July.  The  lot  adjoining  the  twelve  and  a 
half  aeres  was  offered  to  me,  while  at  Oil  Springs,  at  $75  an  acre.' 
Now  this  was  certainly  information  calling  upon  the  parties  in- 
terested to  make  inquiries  which,  if 'made,  would  have  been 
calculated  to  elicit  a  knowledge  of  the  facts  which  are  now  com- 
plained of:  it  seems  reasonable  to  assume  that  they  did  make 
inquiries,  and  as  the  Plaintiffs,  who  must  know  when  the  original 
purchasers  first  heard  of  the  matter  of  which,  as  a  company,  they 
now  complain,  offer  no  other  evidence  than  Orde's  upon  the  point, 
although  their  attention  is  drawn  by  the  answers  of  Defendants 
to  the  fact  that  they  rely  upon  the  Plaintiff's  laches,  it  is  not  un- 
reasonable to  conclude  that  Orde  is  the  medium  through  whom 
the  knowledge  of  the  fi^ts,  of  which  they  now  complain,  was  ac- 
quired, and  that  the  time  of  its  being  acquired  was  in  the  month  of 
July,  four  months  before  they  took  the  deed  of  the  Slst  of  Octo- 
ber, 1866 ;  and  that  they  have  called  him  as  a  witness,  to  establish 
by  him  this  point. 
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*^  I  see  nothing  in  the  e?idenoe  to  shew  that  after  the  execution       J.  G. 
of  that  deedy  the  Plaintiffs  acquired  any  knowledge  upon  the        1874 
points  complained  of,  which  they  had  not  then,  or  might  not  then     ld^t 
have  had,  if  they  had  made  such  inquiries  as  I  think  they  were   I*™oleum 
bound  to  do,  upon  the  information  which  they  have  shewn  they         v. 
possessed,  through  Ordsy  in  July;  if  they  intended  to  keep  alive       _.'     ' 
any  right  to  seek  redress  by  rescission  of  the  contract.    They, 
however,  proceeded  with  the  ^contemplated  works ;  sank  a  weU  or 
wells,  whether  successfully  or  not  does  not  appear,  and  took  no 
measures  to  avoid  this  contract  until  they  had  for  eighteen  months 
proceeded  with  the  works,  enjoyed  the  benefit  of  the  purchase,  and 
sought  to  obtain  to  their  own  use  the  profit  of  a  speculation  which, 
from  its  very  nature,  must  have  been  known  to  all  the  parties 
engaged  in  it  to  be  highly  risky  and  speculative,  but  enormously 
remimerative,  if  successful. 

^  Under  such  circumstances  I  do  not  think  that  the  Plaintiffs 
have  made  out  such  a  case  as  entitles  them  now  to  a  cancellation 
of  Ae  deed  and  a  rescission  of  the  contract ;  but  they  are  still  en- 
titled to  a  decree  against  Hwrd  to  make  good  to  the  company  the 
$3750  which  he,  in  breach  of  trust,  made  out  of  ihe  Plaintiffs, 
with  interest  from  the  3rd  of  May,  1866,  and  the  other  Defendants 
should  be  decreed  to  reinstate  that  amount  in  default  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs being  able  to  collect  it  of  Hwrd  ;  this  is  the  utmost  extent  to 
which  the  decree  should,  in  my  opinion,  go,  and  this  is  the  decree 
which  Tf/rdl  v.  Bc^nk  of  London  (1),  in  appeal,  warrants.  The  decree 
should  be  primarily  against  JSiireZ,  who  was  alone  guilty  of  a  breach 
of  trust,  which  is  a  fraud  different  in  its  character  from  that  com- 
mitted by  the  other  Defendants.  All  the  purposes  of  justice  are, 
as  it  appears  to  me,  obtained  by  decreeing  the  party  guilty  of 
that  breach  of  trust  to  restore  the  fruits  of  his  fraud.  And  in 
case  he  should  be  unable,  by  decreeing  the  other  Defendants  to  do 
80  for  him." 

A  majority  of  the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal  agrewig  with  the 
Chief  Justice  Draper,  it  was  ordered  on  the  5th  day  of  February, 
1870,  that  the  decree  and  order  on  rehearing  in  the  said  cause 
be  varied,  in  so  far  as  the  same  directed  the  cancellation  and 
rescission  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  lands  in  the  said  plead- 

(1)  Bank  of  London  v.  Tyrett  and  Bead,  10  H.  L.  G.  47. 
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J.  0.       ings  mentioned^  and  also  in  so  far  as  the  said  decree  and  order  on 
1H74       rehearing  directed  the  said  Eespondents,  Prosper  Armstrong  Hurd, 
l^^^Y     *^^  *^^^^  Kemp,  and  Ahram  Farewell^  to  repay  to  the  present  Appel- 
^mwLEUM   lojxis  the  sum  of  $16,007.76,  and  counsel  for  all  parties  agreeing  to 
V,         waive  any  reference  in  respect  thereof,  it  was  further  ordered  that 
— '      the  said  Bespondents,  Prosper  Armstrong  Hurd  and  John  Kemp, 
should  forthwith  pay,  and  in  default  of  their  so  paying,  that  the 
said  Ahram  Farewell  should  pay  unto  the  present  Appellants,  in- 
stead of  the  said  sum  of  $16,007.76,  the  sum  of  $3750,  being  the 
difference  between  the  actual  and  the  nominal  price  of  the  said 
lands,  together  with  interest,  which  said  principal  sum  of  $3750, 
and  interest  thereon,  computed  to  the  15th  day  of  the  present 
month,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  $4,590.76. 

And  with  these  directions  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  causes 
be  remitted  back  to  the  said  Court  of  Chancery  to  do  thereon  as 
to  the  said  Court  should  seetn  meet 

By  an  Order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  made  in  the  cause  and 
dated  the  11th  day  of  February,  1870,  it  appearing  that  the 
Bespondent,  Ahram  Farewell^  had  paid  to  the  Appellants  the  sum 
of  $4,590*76,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Dominion  stock  in  which  the 
said  sum  of  $16,023*06  paid  in  under  the  said  Order  of  the  12th 
day  of  February,  1869,  had  been  invested  and  amounting  to  the 
sum  of  $15|260.05,  should  be  forthwith  transferred  to  the  Bespon- 
dent, Ahram  Farewell^  and  that  the  dividends  accrued  due  thereon 
should  be  also  forthwith  paid  out  to  him. 

The  present  appeal  was  brought  from  the  said  Order  of  the 
Court  of  Error  and  Appeal. 

On  the  case  being  called  on  for  hearing.  Sir  Richard  Bag- 
gaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ferrers,  for  the  Bespondent  Farewell,  took  a 
preliminary  objection  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  viz.  that  the 
Appellant  company  was  a  corporation  whose  duration  was  limited 
by  the  law  of  Canada  to  five  years,  which  term  had  expired  since 
the  appeal  was  brought. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  : — Their  Lordships  will  now  hear  the 
counsel  for  the  Appellants,  and  you  will  be  at  liberty  to  urge  this 
point  at  the  conclusion  of  their  argument 
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Mr.  JKay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  Smart,  for  the  Appellants : —  J.  0. 

By  an  agreement  between  Eurdy  Kemp,  and  FarevoeU^  who  were        '^^ 
to  diyide  the  profit,  Hurd  was  enabled  to  put  a  false  price  on  the     LnrosAT 
lands  and  to  deceive  the  company,  to  whom  he  stood  in  a  fiduciary    Goxpaitt 
relation.    Kemp  and  Farewell  knew  that  Surd  did  not  mean  to      'q^^j^ 

take  the  land  unless  he  could  induce  the  company  to  purchase.       

All  the  judgments  agree  as  to  the  fraud  which  was  practised.  The 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  reduces  the  relief  given  to  the 
Appellants  to  a  sum  merely  representing  the  difference  between 
the  true  and  the  false  price,  partly  because  the  Appellants  had 
sank  a  well.  But  where  there  has  been  fraud  in  a  contract 
of  sale  there  ought  to  be  an  absolute  rescission,  iinless  the 
nature  of  the  thing  sold  has  been  actually  altered  by  the  par- 
chaser.  The  person  defrauded  has  his  option  to  rescind  or  to 
adopt :  BawUns  v.  Wickham  (1).  The  Bespondents  say  that  the 
Appellants  had  an  opportunity  of  judging  before  they  bought,  but 
that  would  not  save  the  Bespondents,  as  they  unquestionably  com- 
mitted a  fraud.  The  Appellants  did  not  really  test  the  value  of 
the  purchase  by  experiment,  because  they  did  not  test  it  with 
knowledge. 

They  had  no  means  of  learning  the  truth,  no  clue  to  the  fraud. 
Information  to  the  witness  Ord^  was  not  information  to  the  Ap- 
pellants :  In  Bwnk  of  London  v.  Tyrdl  A  Bead  (2),  where  Bead, 
the  confederate  of  the  principal  actor  in  the  fraud,  was  not  in  a 
fiduciary  relation,  it  was  remarked  by  Lord  Wes&ury  thaX  he  ought 
to  have  been  retained  as  a  surety  for  the  payment  by  the  prin- 
cipal, and  not  to  have  been  dismissed.  There  has  been  some 
discussion  as  to  whether  FareweU  stood  in  a  fiduciary  relation  or 
not,  and  some  variance  m  the  judgments  as  to  relief  against  him. 
He  drew  the  agreement  which  could  only  have  been  intended  to 
be  shewn,  for  it  contained  the  untrue  prices.  The  original  decree 
of  the  yice-Chancellor  was  right.  It  is  said  that  the  Appellants 
have  lost  their  remedy  through  their  own  laches.  Laches  means 
inaction  with  one's  eyes  open :  Bolfe  v.  Qregory  (3) ;  Savery  v. 
King  (4).    The  time  runs  from  the  discovery  of  the  fraud.    Here 

(1)  3  De  G.  &  J.  804.  (3)  13  W.  R.  357. 

(2)  27  Bcav.  273 ;  10  H.  L.  C.  47.  (4)  5  H.  L.  0.  627. 
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J.  0.       only  fifteen  months  intervened  between  the  execution  of  the  pur- 
1874       chase  deed  and  the  institution  of  the  suit 
LnmAT         ^^  ^^J  ^^  ^^^  Bespondents  to  shew  that  we  knew  all  the  time : 

^pI^  ^^^  ^-  ^^  (-^) ''  ^^  ^-  ^^^^^  (2) ;  Charter  v.  Trevdyan  (3). 

V.         The  Appellate  Court  in  Canada  has  yaried  the  decision  of  the 

^^      Lower  Courts  and  altered  the  relief  given,  through  confounding 

mere  lapse  of  time  with  laches ;  whereas  it  was  not  shewn  on  the 

part  of  the  Bespondents  that  the  Appellants  were  chargeable  with 

any  delay  after  the  fraud  was  discovered. 

Sir  BuHiard  BaggaUay,  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  FerrerSy  for  the  Bespondent 
FareioelU,  took,  in  the  first  place,  the  preliminary  objection  that  the 
Appellants  sued  as  a  corporation  duly  constituted  under  certain 
Canadian  Acts.  Those  Acts  require  all  companies  to  fix  a  period 
for  their  duration,  and  in  this  case  five  years  was  the  time  fixed. 
Those  five  years  have  expired,  and  some  proceeding  is  necessary 
to  supply  the  defect.  •  There  is  no  one  to  whom  the  Bespondents 
can  make  payment  if  ordered  to  pay. 

The  Lord  Chancellob  : — ^That  objection  was  taken  without 
effect  in  the  pleadings.  There  may  be  some  provision  in  the 
Canadian  law  to  meet  the  case.  Take  the  ordiimry  case  of  a 
person  appellant  dying.  Surely  the  Bespondent^  knowing  of  it, 
ought  to  call  attention  to  it,  that  the  proper  steps  may  be  taken. 
I  never  heard  the  fact  mentioned  for  the  first  time  at  the  hearing. 

Sir  Biehard  Ba^gaUay: — ^As  to  the  merits  of  the  case:  the 
ground  on  which  the  Courts  below  proceeded  are  clear.  Assuming 
that  Swrd  stood  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  intended  company, 
and  sold  the  lands  to  it  for  more  than  he  gave  to  the  vendors, 
concealing  the  fetct ;  he  was  not  allowed  by  the  first  Court  to  keep 
the  profits  which  he  made,  and  his  two  co-defendants  having 
abetted  him,  the  sale  was  rescinded.  On  the  same  assumed  facts, 
the  Court  of  Error  deprived  him  of  his  profits,  and  held  the  co- 
defendants  liable  in  the  second  degree ;  but  the  Court  of  Error 
held  that  as  the  Appellants  delayed  so  long,  and  as  they  had  tested 
for  themselves  the  value  of  the  property,  they  were  not  entitled 

(1)  2  My.  &  K.  226.-'  (2)  10  H.  L,  C,  229. 

(3)  11  CI.  &  P.  714. 
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to  a  rescdssion  of  the  contract,  bnt  only  to  be  recouped  the  profits       J.  0. 
of  the  sale.  1874 

What  is  alleged  against  Farewell  is,  that  in  the  letter  which  he     liitdsat 
wrote  to  influence  purchasers  he  concealed  his  ownership.    But   ^Q^"p^^ 
there  is  a  law  in  Canada  which  requires  registration,  and  makes         «. 
registration  notice  to  all  the  world.    The  property  was  worth  the        -^ 
price  set  on  it.  The  people  he  was  dealing  with  went  and  satisfied 
themselves  as  to  the  value  and  then  purchased  and  paid  for  it. 

In  the  letter  as  described  (for  it  is  not  forthcoming)  there  was 
no  representation  that  Hurd  was  only  charging  what  he  paid. 
The  persons  who  inspected  the  land  on  behalf  of  the  company 
were  about  to  be  its  managers,  or  at  least  trustees,  and  may,  there- 
fore, be  assumed  to  have  had  son^e  knowledge  of  the  subject. 
If  there  was  misrepresentation  as  to  value,  the  company  did  not 
act  upon  it.  There  is  variance  between  the  allegations  of  the  bill 
and  the  proofs.  The  case  against  Farewdl  has  been  treated  as  if 
it  had  been  against  EurA. 

The  PlaintifTs  company  has  ceased  to  exist  by  efflux  of  time. 

At  the  clo^e  of  the  argument,  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships 
was  delivered  by 

Sib  Babhes  Pbacook: — 

The  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal  of  Ontario  does  not  appear  to 
have  differed  from  the  two  Courts  below  so  far  as  the  substantial 
merits  of  this  case  were  concerned.  The  point  on  which  three 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Appeal,  who  had  not  been  concerned  in  the 
earlier  stages  of  the  case,  differed  from  two  other  judges  who  had 
taken  part  in  those  earlier  stages,  and  on  which  they  founded  their 
alteration  of  the  judgment  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  and  the  Chan- 
cellor, was  this,  that  they  thought  the  Flaintifib  had  lost  their 
option  to  rescind  the  entire  contract  by  the  delay  which  had  taken 
place  in  the  assertion  of  their  right,  accompanied,  as  we  must  sup- 
pose they  considered  themselves  entitled  to  presume,  with  know- 
ledge sufficient  to  make  that  delay  material. 

Now  the  doctrine  of  laches  in  Courts  of  Equity  is  not  an  arbi- 
trary or  a  technical  doctrine.  Where  it  would  be  practically 
unjust  to  give  a  remedy,  either  because  the  party  has,  by  his  con- 
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J.  0.       dact,  done  that  which  might  fairly  be  regarded  as  equivalent  to  a 

;i874        waiver  of  it^  or  where  by  his  condact  and  neglect  he  has,  thoagh 

Lindsay     perhaps  not  waiving  that  remedy,  yet  put  the  other  party  in  a 

^Oo*?^*'  situation  in  which  it  would  not  be  reasonable  to  place  him  if  the 

V.         remedy  were  afterwards  to  be  asserted,  in  either  of  these  cases, 

'      lapse  of  time  and  delay  are  most  material.  Bat  in  every  case,  if  an 

argument  against  relief,  which  otherwise  would  be  just,  is  founded 
upon  mere  delay,  that  delay  of  course  not  amounting  to  a  bar  br 
any  statute  of  limitations,  the  validity  of  that  defence  must  be 
tried  upon  principles  substantially  equitable.  Two  circumstance?, 
always  important  in  such  cases,  are,  the  length  of  the  delay  and 
the  nature  of  the  acts  done  during  the  interval,  which  might  affect 
either  party  and  cause  a  balance  of  justice  or  injustice  in  taking 
the  one  course  or  the  other,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  remedy.  In 
this  case  the  delay  was  at  all  events  not  of  very  long  duration, 
because  the  conveyance  to  the  company  was  dated  about  fifteen 
months  before  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  the  whole  purchase-money 
was  not  paid  before  that  time ;  and  there  is  nothing  which  would 
justify  us  in  reckoning  the  currency  of  time  from  an  earlier  period 
than  that  conveyance.  Neither  were  any  acts  done  in  the  interval, 
as  it  appears  to  us,  at  all  material  to  the  equity  between  the  par- 
ties. There  was  possession  taken,  no  doubt,  but  it  would  be  a 
very  novel  proposition  that  mere  possession  is  to  be  a  bar,  so  as  to 
raise  a  counter  equity  in  cases  of  this  description.  Nothing 
appears  to  have  been  done  beyond  the  sinking  of  a  single  well,  by 
way  of  trial,  upon  the  ground.  The  sinking  of  that  well,  if  the 
land  is  restored,  can  in  no  substantial  way  operate  to  the  prejudice 
of  the  Eespondents ;  and,  if  any  profit  had  been  derived  from  it, 
the  Court  of  first  instance  offered  an  account  of  that  profit ;  but  it 
manifestly  was  known  that  there  was  none,  for  that  account  was 
not  accepted.  The  situation  of  the  parties  having,  therefore,  in 
no  substantial  way  been  altered,  either  by  the  delay  or  by  anything 
done  during  the  interval,  there  is  in  these  circumstances  nothing 
to  give  special  importance  to  the  defence  founded  on  time^  even 
had  there  been  such  an  allegation  of  facts  in  the  pleadings  as 
would  have  been  proper,  if  it  was  meant  seriously  to  rely  upon  this 
as  a  substantial  defence  to  the  suit  There  is  a  submission  at  the 
end  of  the  answer ;  but  the  substance  and  body  of  the  answer 
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containB  no  allegation  by  which  that  submission  can  be  supported ;       J.  C. 
and  it  does  not  seem  to  us  that  the  parties  went  to  issue  upon  any       1874 
:statement  of  facts,  one  way  or  the  other^  which  fairly  raised  a     LmsaiT 
<luestion  of  laches  or  delay.    In  order  that  the  remedy  should  be   ^qJ^^^ 
lost  by  laches  or  delay,  it  is,  if  not  universally  at  all  events      ^- 
ordinarily — and  certainly  when  the  delay  has  been  only  such  as  in       — 
the  present  case — ^necessary  that  there  should  be  sufficient  know- 
ledge of  the  facts  constituting  the  title  to  reliefl    What  knowledge 
is  there  allegation  or  proof  of  here?    Allegation  there  is  none. 
The  answer  does  not  suggest  that  the  statement  in  the  bill,  of 
recent  discovery,  is  in  point  of  fact  incorrect ;  and  the  absence  of 
mj  such  suggestion  in  the  answer  is,  at  least,  an  excuse  to  the 
Plaintiffs  for  not  having  gone  into  particular  evidence  as  to  the 
time  at  which  and  the  manner  in  which  the  company  made  the 
discovery. 

But  this  matter  does  not  remain  upon  the  mere  absence  of  aver- 
inent  in  the  pleading ;  for  there  is  evidence  given  by  the  Defen- 
dants themselves,  that  is,  by  Mr.  Hurd,  who  distinctly  states,  and 
all  the  statements  of  the  other  parties  are  consistent  with  it^  that 
he  never  informed  the  Plaintiffs  or  any  of  the  people  interested  in 
the  company  of  the  fact  that  the  price  named  in  the  written  docu- 
ments was  not  the  real  price  paid  to  the  vendors.  The  way  in 
which  he  expresses  it  is,  he  never  informed  them  of  the  discount 
which  he  was  to  receive.  Therefore,  it  is  admitted  that  the  trans- 
action was  carried  through,  the  material  fact  on  which  the  equity 
depends  being  at  the  time  suppressed ;  and  that  being  admitted,  it 
clearly  was  for  the  Defendants  and  not  for  the  Plaintiffs  to  shew 
when  that  which  was  concealed  at  the  beginning  became  known 
afterwards.  Also  Mr.  FareweU  distinctly  admits  that  in  his  com- 
munications with  the  parties  he  did  not  mention  the  fact  of  his 
interest ;  and  it  was  for  him  again,  admitting  that  the  existence  of 
that  interest  was  not  mentioned  in  the  first  instance,  to  shew  when 
^nd  by  what  means  the  company  became  aware  of  it,  if  that  was 
material  to  his  defence.  It  is  said  indeed,  in  one  of  the  judgments 
of  the  Court  below,  that  one  of  the  Appellant's  witnesses,  Mr.  Orde, 
stated  something  to  have  taken  place  in  the  month  of  July,  1866, 
from  which  the  company  ought  to  have  either  derived  the  requisite 

knowledge,  or  at  least  to  have  been  put  upon  inquiry.    We  think 
Vol.  V.  3  R 
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J.  C.       it  is  not  possible  for  us  to  take  that  view  of  Mr.  Ordit  eyidence. 

1874        All  he  says  is  this,  that  in  July  he  began  to  lose  &ith  in  the  oil 

LnfDgAT     wells  and  in  the  oompany^  and  that  a  Mr.  MeMlle  PwTcer  told 

^^1^^  him,  abont  that  time,  that  the  transaction  was  a  swindle,  and  that 

„  V*         the  12^  acres  could  have  been  got  for  a  third  of  the  money.    Bat 

•^-  mere  inadequacy  of  value  would  have  been  no  ground  for  rescind- 
ing the  purchase.  It  is  not  because  the  purchasers  have  given 
more  money  than  the  thing  was  worth,  or  because  a  stranger  calls 
it  a  swindle,  only  suggesting  that  the  consideration  is  excessive, 
that  an  equity  would  arise  upon  which  such  a  bill  as  this  could  be 
filed ;  nor  is  this  bill  filed  upon  any  such  ground.  It  is  impossible 
for  their  Lordships  to  infer  from  that  statement  that  anything  was 
said  by  Mr.  Melville  Parker  from  which  the  Plainti&  could  under- 
stand that  he  meant  to  say  or  to  suggest  that  the  money  which 
they  had  paid,  or  any  part  of  it,  had  found  its  way  back  into  the 
pocket  of  their  president,  Mr.  Eurd^  or  that  Mr.  Farewell,  upon 
whose  opinion  they  had  reUed  as  a  didnterested  adviser  as  to 
value,  was  not  disinterested  in  his  advice.  No  such  things  are 
said  to  have  been  suggested  by  Mr.  MelviBe  Parker,  and  we  cannot 
infer  or  imply  them. 
There  is,  therefore,  as  it  appears  to  us,  no  evidence  whatever  of 
^  any  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  company,  or  of  those  who  could 

bind  the  company.  There  is  evidence  of  the  original  concealment 
and  suppression  of  the  material  facts  constituting  the  title  to  relief, 
and  there  is  nothing  against  the  averment  in  the  bill  not  really 
contradicted  by  the  answer,  that  those  &icts  were  recently  discovered 
when  the  bill  was  filed. 

It  appears  therefore  to  their  Lordships  that  the  objection  of 
delay  entirely  fails ;  and,  further,  we  have  some  di£5culty  in  recon- 
ciling the  decree  actually  pronounced  by  the  Judges  in  the  Court 
of  Error,  not  against  Surd  alone,  but  also  as  against  the  other 
parties,  with  the  force  and  the  weight  which  that  Court  has  attri- 
buted to  delay.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  a  delay,  which  might 
be  available  by  way  of  defence  to  persons  not  under  any  fiduciary 
relation  or  obligation,  might  not  be  available  by  way  of  defence  to 
those  who  are  affected  by  a  fiduciary  relation  or  obligation;  bat 
the  Court  below,  in  holding  Mr.  Kemp  and  Mr.  Farewell  responsible 
for  the  repayment  of  the  money  which  found  its  way  to  Mr.  Hurffs 
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pockety  have  held  Mr.  Farewdl  and  Mr.  Kemp  to  be  affected  by 
knowledge  of  and  participation  in  the  fiduciary  obligation  which 
lay  opcm  Mr.  Hurd;  and  the  fiduciary  obligation  extending  to 
them  for  that  purpose,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  Court  could 
stop  there,  and  refuse  to  extend  it  to  them  for  every  purpose  con- 
nected with  the  whole  transaction,  *which  was  one  entire  transaction, 
and,  as  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  cannot  be  severed  as  to  its 
parts. 

An  argument  has  been  addressed  to  us,  not  with  very  great  con- 
fidence, against  the  unanimous  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  in  all  the 
Courts,  to  the  effect  that,  so  far  as  Mr,  Faretvdl  was  concerned, 
there  was  here  no  fraud.  But  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  anything 
more  clbarly  fraudulent  than  for  the  owners  of  property  to  arm  a 
person,  is^hom  they  knew  to  be  about  to  endeavour  to  find  others 
to  take  up  a  purchase,  whether  as  a  company  or  otherwise,  with  a 
document  purporting  to  be  an  offer  made  by  themselves  as  owners 
to  sell  at  a  fictitious  price,  at  which  price  he  is  to  propose  Ijp  other 
people  to  take  up  and  to  accept  that  offer  as  if  it  were  the  real 
one.  If  that  be  not  the  real  price  which  the  owners  of  the  property 
expect  to  get,  and  if  they  are  parties  to  an  arrangement  that  the 
intermediate  agent,  who  is  to  induce  others  to  accept  the  offer,  is 
himself  to  put  a  considerable  part  of  the  nominal  price  into  his  own 
pocket,  'withoat  any  communication  of  the  facts,  the  document  is 
a  dishonest  and  false  document  upon  the  face  of  it,  representing 
no  real  transaction,  but  evidently  representing  a  false  transaction, 
only  in  order  to  deceive  somebody.  It  was  used  to  deceive,  and  so 
used  with  the  knowledge  of  Mr.  Farewell  throughout,  as  much  as 
with  the  knowledge  of  any  other  of  the  parties ;  he  having,  as  he 
admits^  in  order  to  make  the  transaction  one,  placed  his  interest 
for  the  purpose  of  that  offer,  and  for  no  other  reason,  in  the  hands 
of  Mr.  Kemf,  and,  through  him,  of  Mr.  Hard.  Mr.  Hurd  takes  the 
offer  to  the  company ;  the  company  are  formed  to  take  up  the 
offer,  but  not  without  something  to  fortify  Mr.  Hurd' 8  recommend- 
ation? And  from  whom  does  that  come?  From  Mr.  Farewell, 
whose  own  interest  is  not  disclosed,  who  is  kngwn  to  be  a  person 
of  special  experience,  and  whose  opinion  has  a  special  value  in  the 
province  with  regard  to  this  parti(Hilar^description  of  property. 
He  writes  a  letter,  in  which  he  says  that,  according  to  his  judg^ 
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J.  C.       menty  it  will  be  a  good  bargain  at  that  price,  and  that  if  he  had 
1874        known  that  those  properties  or  some  of  them  had  been  to  be  sold 
LzKDfiAT     &t  that  price — ^that  fictitious  and  false  price  so  with  his  participa- 
^OoMPAOT**  tion  introduced  into  the  document  to  deceive — ^he  would  himself 
V.         bave  been  willing  to  be  a  purchaser.    He  writes  that  to  be  shewn ; 
—        and  it  is  admitted,  not  indeed  by  him,  but  by  one  of  the  other 
witnesses,  that  the  real  price  was  purposely  kept  back,  because  it 
was  known  that  the  bargaiD  would  not  have  been  obtained  if  that 
had  been  communicated.    It  is  the  language  of  Mr.  Kemp,  the 
person  in  whose  hands  Mr.  FareweU  placed  himself  and  his  own 
interests :   "  I  did  not  tell  them,  nor  did  Far&weU  in   my  pre- 
sence tell  them,  that  the  price  was  a  sham  price.    I  believe  if  the 
real  price  had  been  mentioned  it  would  likely  have  defeated  the 
object  with  which  the  offer  was  made.     It  is  not  likely  it  would 
have  been  revealed.**    And  Farewell  admits  that  he  knew  his 
opinion  had  a  special  value.     He  «ays,  ^I  expected  it" — ^the 
letter — i^  would  be  shewn,  and  that  it  would  influence  the  opinion 
of  such  parties,  as  I  was  pretty  generally  known  through  that  part 
of  the  country,  and  also  known  to  have  acquired  knowledge  re- 
specting oil  lands."    He  says,  that  he  not  only  wrote  that  letter, 
bat  he  personally  communicated  with  a  Mr.  Martin  and  a  Mr. 
Neads,  recommending  them  to  invest  in  the  company,  and  repeated 
to  one  of  them,  Martin,  what  he  had  said  in  the  letter.    **  I  told 
iiim  that  if  I  had  known  a  certain  piece  of  the  property  had 
«been  in  the  market  at  the  price  offered,  I  would  have  purchased 
imyself."    Ajid  when  Brown  and  Sadler,  two  gentlemen  who  are 
not  shewn  to  know  anything  about  the  value  of  oil  property 
themselves,  go  down  to  look  at  the  land,  an  inspection  on  which 
so  much  reliance  is  placed, — when  they  come  to  look  at  the  land 
Farewell  contrives  to  meet  them,  and  says  this: — ^'^I  went  to 
see  them  because  I  was    interested    in  Kemp's   succeeding  in 
selling  the  lands,  of  which  I  gave  him  the  option.    I  did  not  tell 
the  parties  that  I  was  interested  in  any  of  the  lands."    Bat  he 
talked  to  them,  and  helped  to  persuade  them  to  be  satisfied ;  and 
he  says,  distinctly,  **  1  did  not  tell  Brown  and  Sadler  I  was  so 
interested.    To  all  appearance  I  was  a  disinterested  party  to  those 
that  did  not  know  it.    I  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  tell  them." 
More  abundant  evidence  of  what  a  Court  of  Equity  calls  fraud  it 
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would  be  very  diflScolt  to  [conceiye^  and  their  Lordships  have  no 
hesitation  in  saying  that,  in  their  judgment^  the  decree  made  by 
the  Yioe-Chaneellor  was  perfectly  and  entirely  right. 

The  sole  difficulty  which  their  Lordships  have  felt  or  now  feel 
arises  from  the  suggestion,  which  they  do  not  think  themselves 
at  liberty  altogether  to  disregard,  though  it  ought  not  in  their 
judgment  to  stop  the  appeal,  that  the  company  may  now  have 
been  dissolved,  and  may  not  be  in  a  position  to  make  the  neces- 
sary reconveyance.  Undoubtedly,  if  they  are  not  in  that  position, 
they  have  come  here  by  the  appeal  asking  for  that  to  which  they 
must  know  they  are  not  entitled  except  upon  conditions,  which,  if 
that  be  so,  they  cannot  fulfil ;  and  justice  would  not  be  done  if  pro- 
vision  were  not  made  in  the  form  of  the  Order  for  the  possible 
contingency  of  their  inability  to  make  a  reconveyance.  What 
therefore  their  Lordships  propose  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  is 
this : — ^To  reverse  the  decree  appealed  from,  and  to  substitute  for 
it  a  decree  to  this  effect :  Declare  that,  subject  to  the  right  of  the 
Bespondents  to  a  reconveyance  of  the  lands  in  the  pleadings  men- 
tioned, the  Appellants  are  entitled  to  have  the  sale  and  the  convey- 
ance of  such  lands  cancelled  and  rescinded;  and  that  on  such 
reconveyance  being  *made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery for  the  province  of  Ontario,  in  the  manner  directed  by  the 
decree  of  the  15th  of  December,  1868,  the  Defendants  do  repay  to 
the  Plaintiffs  the  sum  of  $18,750,  with  interest  from  the  date  of 
the  payment  of  the  said  purchase  money  to  the  date  of  such  recon- 
veyance, together  with  the  costs  of  the  suit  to  be  taxed  by  the 
master,  including  all  the  costs  in  the  several  Courts  below.  But  if 
such  reconveyance  be  not  made,  then  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed 
as  against  the  Defendants  other  than  Hurdy  without  costs,  so  far  as 
it  asks  relief  beyond  that  given  by  the  Court  of  Error  and  Appeal, 
in  Ontario.  Declare  the  Appellants  entitled  to  the  costs  of  this 
appeal  if  such  reconveyance  is  made;  but  the  Bespondents  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  if  it  be  not  made ;  and  reserve  any  order 
as  to  such  costs  until  after  it  shall  be  known  whether  the  recon- 
veyance is  made  or  not,  with  liberty  to  apply,  and  then  an  affidavit 
of  course  can  be  made. 

Credit  must  be  given  to  the  Bespondents,  as  against  the  sum  to 
be  repaid  by  them  if  a  reconveyance  is  made,  for  the  amount  paid 
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J.  a       mder  the  Order  appealed  from ;  the  sam  carrying  interest  beiog 

1874        redaoed,  by  that  payment,  as  at  the  date  when  it  was  made.    If  it 

LiHMAT     should  appear  that,  although  a  reconveyance  can  be  made,  some 

^^Jj^J^   persons  other  than  the  company  are  now  entitled  to  reoeiye  the 

9.         money  to  be  repaid,  the  form  of  the  Order  may  be  expressed  so  as 

— .        to  meet  that  case,  by  directing  repayment  to  the  Appellants,  or  to 

snch  other  persons,  if  any,  as  are  now  entitled  in  their  right   The 

rate  of  interest  will  be  the  same  as  that  allowed  by  the  decree  of 

the  15th  of  December,  1868.    Their  Lordships  wiU  advise  Her 

Majesty  to  remit  the  case  to  the  Court  below,  with  these  declara* 

tions. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Bashleigh  &  Smart. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  A.  Farewell;  T.  B.  Nehon. 


J.  0 .•     DAVID  TORRANCE,  THOMAS  CRAMP,  and 
1878  JOHN   TORRANCE,  tradino  undbb   the  ,  , 

afareA8,ll.       NaMB   OB  FiRM   OP  DaVID  ToRBANCE  &    Co.  ' 

—  (Defendants) 

AND 

THE  BANK  OP  BRITISH  NORTH  AME- )  ^ 
T>TnA  /T>               x  >  Respondents. 

RICA  (Plaintiffs) •    •  J 

ON  appeal  from  the  court  of  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR 
LOWER  CANADA  IN  THE  PROVINCE  OP  QUEBEC 

(APPEAL  SIDE)  (1). 

Benwxd  (if  BiU — Wrongful  Ajppropriatum  of  Qiequ/d — Suretyship, 

A,  drew  a  bill  on  B.^  which  B.  accepted.    C,  became  the  holder  for  value. 

Before  due  date  it  was  agreed  between  A,  and  C,  (A  assuring  C  of  B's 
concurrence)  that  the  bill  should  be  renewed ;  and  C  gave  to  ^.  a  cheque  on 
C  for  the  amount  of  the  bill,  to  the  iutent  that  B.  should  be  placed  in  funds 
to  meet  the  original  bill,  and  should  thereupon  accept  the  renewed  bill 


*  Present:— Sib  James  W. Colvtle,  SibBabxhds  PBACOCK,THBLoBDJusncs 
Mellish,  Sib  Montaoub  E.  Sioth,  and  Sm  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  report. 
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A,  sent  the  new  bill  to  B.  for  aooeptanoSy  and  also  sent  him  the  cheque, 
and  B,  knew  the  purposes  for  which  both  were  sent. 

B,  cashed  the  cheque  and  paid  the  first  bill,  but  refiised  to  accept  the 
second: — 

ffeld^  that  B,  had  no  right  so  to  appropriate  the  cheque  without  accepting 
the  bill  : 

Sdd^  also,  that  the  agreement  between  A,  and  C.  did  not  release  B,  from 
his  suretyship  as  acceptor  of  the  first  bilL 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  Qaeen's 
Bencli  in  Canada,  by  which  they  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  there^  in  which  it  was  held  that  the  Bank  of  British 
North  America  were  entitled  to  recoyer  the  sum  of  $10,000  and 
interest  against  Messrs.  Torrance  &  Co. 

The  facts  were  set  out  in  the  declaration  in  the  cause  and  in 
the  findings  of  the  jury,  the  substance  of  the  defence  having  been 
a  denial  of  all  the  material  facts  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and 
those  facts  in  a  great  number  of  issues  haying  been  left  to  the  jury 
and  the  jury  haying  giyen  their  determination  upon  them.  The 
question  to  be  determined  was,  whether,  haying  regard  to  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  declaration  and  the  findings  of  the  jury,  a 
cause  of  action  sufficiently  appeared  to  entitle  the  Banh  of  British 
North  America  to  recoyer  this  sum  of  money  against  Messrs. 
Torrance  dk  Co.         , 

The  material  facts  as  found  were  these : — The  Bank  of  British 
North  America  were  the  holders  for  yalue  of  a  bill  of  $10;000 
which  had  been  drawn  by  one  E,  M.  Yarwood  upon  Messrs.  Tor- 
ranee.  As  found  by  the  jury  Messrs.  Torrance  were  accommoda- 
tion acceptors,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  Yarwood,  as  between  him 
and  Messrs.  Torrance,  to  provide  for  the  bill  when  it  became  due 
at  Montreal  on  the  18th  of  July.  On  the  15th  of  July  Yarwood 
applied  to  the  Bank  qf  British  North  America  to  enable  him  to 
renew  the  bill,  and  he  represented  to  the  Bank  that  Messrs.  2br- 
ranee  would  be  willing  to  come  into  an  agreement  to  renew  the 
bill  and  to  accept  the  renewed  bill,  and  thereupon  it  was  arranged 
between  Yarwood  and  the  Bank  that  a  new  bill  should  be  drawn, 
A  new  bill  was  drawn  on  the  15th  of  July  at  three  months'  date. 
It  was  discounted  by  the  Bank  for  Yarwood,  and  he  at  the  same 
time,  in  order  to  provide  funds  to  take  up  the  bill  which  became 
due  on  the  18th  of  July,  drew  a  cheque  on  the  Bank  in  favour  of 
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Messrs.  Torranee  or  order.  That  cheque  the  Bank  accepted,  pay- 
able at  par  at  Montreal ;  this  transaction  taking  place  in  LoniM^ 
They  then  delivered  the  cheque  to  Yarwood^  and  Yarwood  for- 
warded the  cheque  to  Messrs.  Torranee  with  a  letter,  in  which  he 
stated :  **  I  have  drawn  on  you  to-day  at  three  months  for  $10,000^ 
and  enclose  cheque  on  B.  B.  JV.  America  for  same  amount  to 
retire  bill  due  on  18th  inst."  That  letter,  having  been  sent  on  the 
15th  of  July  with  the  cheque,  arrived  at  Montreal  on  the  morning 
of  the  17th,  and  was  there  received  by  Messrs.  Torranee.  The 
Bank  at  the  same  time  sent  the  renewed  bill  of  the  15th  of  July 
to  their  manager  at  Montreal  to  obtain  the  acceptance  of  Messrs. 
Torrance  to  the  renewed  bill,  and  the  Bank,  on  the  morning  of  the 
17th  of  July,  left  the  renewed  bill  with  Messrs.  Torrance  for  their 
acceptance,  it  being  the  practice  there  that  twenty-four  hours  are 
allowed  before  the  drawee  determines  whether  he  will  accept  or 
not  That  having  been  left  for  acceptance  on  the  morning  of  the 
17th  of  July,  on  the  afternoon  of  the  17th  of  July,  Messrs.  Torrance 
presented  the  cheque  for  $10,000  at  the  Bank  amd  received  pay- 
ment of  it  Messrs.  Torrance,  the  same  day,  gave  notice  to  Yarwood 
that  they  refused  to  accept  the  renewed  bill.  There  was  a  letter 
received  the  same  day  or  the  next  day  by  Cramp,  one  of  the  partners 
in  the  firm  of  Torrance  db  Co.,  and  another  letter  subsequently 
which  fully  explained  the  whole  transaction.  Messrs.  Torranee 
on  the  18th  duly  paid  the  first  bill.  The  material  questions  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  were  these: — "Fifth,  did  Yarwood  request  the 
Plaintiff  to  discount  said  draft  of  the  15th  day  of  July,  1867,  and 
allow  him  to  draw  a  cheque  for  the  full  amount  thereof,  in  order 
that  he  might  therewith  retire  the  said  first-mentioned  draft,  and 
upon  the  representation  and  engagement  by  him  that  the  Defen- 
dants would  accept  sudi  new  draft,  and  did  the  Plaintiff  discount 
such  new  draft,  and  accept  the  said  cheque,  and  certify  it  as  being 
payable  in  cash  at  Montreal,  on  the  faith  of  such  representation,, 
assurance,  and  undertaking,  and  deliver  it  to  the  said  E,  M.  Yar- 
ioood  for  the  purpose  aforesaid  ?*'  And  to  that  they  replied  : 
^  Yes."  The  sixth  question  asked  about  the  contents  of  the  letter^ 
and  on  that  they  said :  **  Yarwood  remitted  the  cheque  in  his  letter 
of  the  15th  of  July,  1867,  to  cover  the  draft  due  the  18th  instant,, 
without  explaining  how  he  had  obtained  it."    The  eleventh  ques- 
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tion  wasy  **  When  they  so  presented  the  cheque  for  payment  did 
they  know,  or  had  they  reason  to  belieye,  that  it  represented  the 
proceeds  of  the  draft  of  the  15th  of  July,  1867,  and  that  such  draft 
was  only  discounted  upon  the  faith  that  they  would  accept  it  ?"  The 
answer  was,  "  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Defendants  had  reason  to 
believe  that  the  cheque  was  the  proceeds  of  the  draft  of  the  15th 
of  July,  and  that  the  said  draft  was  discounted  upon  the  faith  that 
the  Defendants  would  accept  it." 

Mr.  Benjamin,  0.0.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Appellants : — 

'  Article  433  of  the  Code^  of  Procedure  of  Lower  Canada  enacts 
that  '^  whenever  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  upon  matters  of  fact  in 
accordance  with  the  allegations  of  one  of  the  parties,  the  Court 
may,  notwithstanding  such  verdict,  render  judgment  in  favour  of 
the  other  party  if  the  allegations  of  the  former  party  are  not 
sufiBcient  in  law  to  sustain  his  pretensions."  In  this  case  the  alle- 
gations of  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  sufficient  in  law  to  sustain  their 
pretensions,  notwithstanding  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  declara- 
tion was  bad,  and  there  was  no  cause  of  action.  If  the  cheque  was 
given  to  Yarwood  without  condition,  we  could  not  be  bound. 

As  to  the  letter  of  the  18th  of  July,  1867,  Yarwood  never  held 
out  that  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  Torrance.  The  principal 
debtor  and  creditor  made  arrangements  for  the  payment  of  the 
cheque  while  in  London,  which  released  the  surety,  though  he  was 
not  aware  of  it,  being  at  Montreal  If  the  creditor  does  anything 
by  which  the  interest  of  the  surety  is  affected,  he  is  discharged. 
The  Court  in  Canada  says,  **  We  will  not  go  iuto  the  question 
whether  the  arrangement  is  or  is  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  surety. 
It  is  enough  that  the  surety's  position  is  altered." 

The  case  of  the  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Archer  (1)  is  an  exact  coun- 
terpart of  the  present  case. 

[Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — The  promise  there  was  to  accept  a 
bill  not  yet  drawn.] 

The  case  of  Key  v.  Coteeworth  (2)  is  in  point.  There  is  an 
estoppel  by  conduct :  Clarke  v.  Hart  (3).     Overend  dt  6umey*s 
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Case  (1),  now  under  appeal  to  the  HouBe  of  Lords,  decides  that 
giving  time  to  the  surety  is  enough.  In  the  notes  to  the  case  of 
Bees  V.  Barrinffton  (Tudor^s  Leading  Cases  in  Equity,  p.  990, 4th 
ed.)  all  the  cases  are  collected.  An  action  would  not  lie  for  money 
had  and  reoeiyed. 

Sit  John  B.  Kardakey  Q.C.,  Mr.  BompaSf  and  Hr.  OiHespie,  for 
the  Bespondents,  were  not  called  upon. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — [His  Lordship,  after  stating  the  facts, 
proceeded  as  follows : — ^] 

The  real  material  qviestion  appears  to  be  this : — Here  is  a  bill  of 
exchange  drawn  by  Yarwood  and  accepted  by  Messrs.  Tarrcmeey  of 
which  the  Bank  are  the  holders.  There  is  a  proposal  on  the  part 
of  TaruDOod  to  renew  that  bill.  It  is  obvious  that  the  bill  could 
not  be  renewed  except  with  the  consent  of  three  persons,  namely, 
Tarwood,  the  Bank,  and  Messrs.  Totrranee  ;  without  the  consent  of 
Messrs.  Tcrrance  it  was  obvious  that  the  bill  could  not  be  renewed. 
Then  Tartpood  and  the  Bank  do  agree  to  the  renewal.  Then  the 
first  question  is,  were  Messrs.  Torrance  informed  of  those  facts 
before  they  presented  the  cheque  ?  Now,  the  jury  have  found  as 
a  fact  that  they  had  reason  to  believe  them,  which  in  their  Lord- 
ships' opinion  is  the  same  thing  as  finding  that  they  had  knowledge 
of  them,  and  therefore  the  result  of  it  is  that  they  had  knowledge 
at  the  time  when  they  presented  the  cheque  that  both  the  Bar^  of 
British  North  America  and  Yartoood  were  proposing  to  them  to 
renew  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  they  had  knowledge  that  the 
cheque  was  forwarded  to  them  on  the  assumption  that  they  would 
assent  to  renew  the  biU  of  exchange,  and  with  the  view  that  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  them  to  renew  it  they  should  have  the 
cheque  in  order  that  they  might  obtain  ftmds  with  which  to  pay 
the  first  bm. 

Then,  that  being  so,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  most  clearly 
that  Messrs.  Torrance  were  bound  either  to  refuse  or  to  accept  the 
o£fer  that  was  made  to  them.    There  was  an  offer  made  to  them 


(1)  Oriental  Financial  Corporation  v.  Overend,  Gurney,  A  Go,,  Law  Bep. 
7  Ch.  142. 
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on  behalf  of  bodi  partiesy  on  bdi$]f  of  the  Bank  ofBrMah  North 
Ameriea,  and  on  behalf  of  Tarwood,  that  they  would  assent  to 
renew  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  the  cheque  was  given  to  them  for 
the  purpose  of  enabUng  them  to  cany  out  the  renewal,  if  they 
assented  to  it.  Therefore  it  appears  that  they  were  entitled  to  do 
one  of  two  things,  either  to  accept  the  offer  that  was  made  to 
them,  and  then  they  were  bound  to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange,  or 
else  they  were  entitled  to  reject  the  offer  that  was  made  to  them, 
and  then  if  they  did  that  they  were  bound  to  return  the  cheque. 
But,  without  giving  any  notice  to  the  Bank  that  they  accepted 
or  refused  the  offer  made  to  them,  they  took  upon  themselves  to 
present  the  cheque  and  get  it  cashed.  Now,  it  appears  to  their 
Lordships  quite  clearly  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  take  advan* 
tage  of  the  agreement  which  had  been  made  between  Yarwood  and 
the  Jftmi  of  BrUUh  North  Ameriea^  to  which  their  assent  was 
requested  by  cashing  the  cheque,  unless  they  meant  to  bind  them- 
selves to  act  upon  the  agreement  by  accepting  the  bill  of  exchange. 
That  being  so,  the  consequence  is  that  having  acted  upon  it,  and 
then  afterwards  having  refused  to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange,  they 
were  bound  to  return  the  money  which  they  had  obtained  on  what 
the  Bank  must  have  understood  to  be  a  representation  that  they 
were  going  to  accept  the  offer  that  was  made  to  them,  and  going 
to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange. 

It  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  that  it  is  really  necessary 
to  say  precisely  what,  if  these  facts  had  arisen  in  England,  and  it 
had  become  necessary  to  bring  an  action  or  to  file  a  bill  in 
Enfflandf  would  have  been  the  precise  remedy  which  would  have 
been  open  to  a  person  in  England,  whether  it  would  have  been  an 
action  for  not  accepting  the  bill  of  exchange,  or  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  or  whether  it  would  have  been  a  bill  in 
equity  to  recover  back  the  moneys  as  having  been  obtained  in  bad 
£ftith,  though  if  it  were  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  upon  that 
point,  probably  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  would  be  the 
real  remedy  which  would  be  open  in  the  Courts  here ;  that,  how- 
ever, is  a  technical  question.  The  substantial  and  real  question  is 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  bad  faith.  I  do  not  mean  to  make  any 
remark  against  Messrs.  Torrance's  character  at  all,  but>  still,  under 
the  circumstances,  a  matter  of  bad  faith ;  that  when  they  got  the 
cheque  with  full  notice  that  the  cheque  was  only  given  to  them  on 
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the  assumption  that  they  would  oome  into  the  arrangement  of 
renewing  the  bill  of  exchange,  it  was  a  matter^  as  it  appears  to 
their  Lordships,  of  bad  faith  for  them  to  go  and  cash  the  cheque, 
being  determined  at  the  very  same  time,  and  having  already  made  up 
their  mindef,  that  they  wonld  refuse  to  accept  the  bill  of  exchange. 

Then  it  was  contended  by  Mr.  Benjamin  in  his  very  able 
argument^  that  Messrs.  Torrance  8  position  was  altered  by  the 
arrangement,  and  that  he,  being  a  surety,  was  thereby  discharged. 
Their  Lordships  are  not  able  to  see  in  what  respect  his  position 
was  altered.  Certainly  no  time  was  given,  because  the  first  bill  of 
exchange  was  not  due  until  the  18th  of  July,  and  before  the  first 
bill  was  due  the  second  bill  must  either  have  been  accepted  or 
rejected ;  and  Tancood  was  not  discharged  from  any  obligation 
which  he  had,  because  his  only  obligation  was  to  provide  the  funds 
on  the  18th  of  July.  The  argument  seems  to  be  that^  having 
made  this  arrangement  with  the  Bank,  he,  as  a  matter  of  &ct, 
would  not  make  any  other  efforts  to  obtain  the  funds.  He  was 
not  discharged  from  obtaining  them.  His  liabilities  remained 
exactly  what  they  were  before,  and  if  the  bill  had  not  been 
renewed,  that  is  to  say,  if  Messrs.  Tarranee  did  not  accept  the  bill 
of  exchange,  no  time  would  have  been  given,  because  he  woald 
have  been  instantly  liable  on  both  bills.  Therefore  their  Lord- 
ships do  not  see  that  there  is  any  ground  for  saying  that  Messrs. 
Torrance  were  discharged  because  their  position  as  surety  was 
altered  or  affected  by  what  was  done.  It  is  very  difficult  to  say 
how  a  surety's  position  can  be  altered,  because  the  two  parties  say, 
**  We  offer  to  you  to  postpone  your  payment  for  three  months  if 
you  like  to  accept  it ;  you  may  either  accept  or  reject  it;  but  we 
offer  to  you,  if  you  please,  to  postpone  your  liability  to  pay  us  for 
three  months."  It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  that  did  no  harm 
to  the  surety  and  could  not  have  the  effect  of  discharging  him. 

Some  authorities  were  cited;  there  was  the  case  of  the  Bank  of 
Ireland  v.  Archer  (1),  the  facts  of  which  do,  to  a  certain  extent^ 
resemble  the  £Acts  in  the  present  case;  but,  really,  the  only 
question  that  was  decided  in  that  case,  the  only  question  which 
was  reserved  by  the  Judge  at  the  trial  was,  whether  a  promise  to 
accept  a  foreign  bill  of  exchange  before  the  bill  of  exchange  was 
drawn  amounted  to  an  acceptance.    No  question  whatever  was 

(1)  11  M.  &  W.  383. 
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raised  respecting  any  right  to  recover  nnder  money  had  and 
receiyedy  or  in  any  other  way.  The  other  case  which  was  cited, 
Key  y.  Cotesworih  (1),  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  haye  no  bearing 
on  the  present  case. 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  they  must 
humbly  adyise  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  the  province  of  QikAec  should  be  affirmed,  and 
that  this  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  dt  BoBams. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Bisdkaff^  Bompas,  dk  Bischoff. 
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C.  p.  HENDERSON  &  CO Appellants  ; 

THE  COMPTOIR  D'ESCOMPTE  DE  PARIS  .  Respondents. 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  HONG  KONG  (2). 

BUI  of  Lading^  whether  Negotiable  or  not — Omiseion  in  BxU  qf  Lading  of  (he 
toordB  **or  order  or  aseigns  " — Constructive  Notion  to  Indorsee  of  a  BUI  (f 
Lading  of  an  Equity  in  the  Goods, 

Sembtsj  a  bill  of  lading,  in  which  Ijie  words  "  or  order  or  assigns  **  are 
omitted,  is  not  a  negotiable  instnunent. 

Wbere  goods  have  been  delivered  to  the  person  to  whom  the  bill  of 
lading  was  made  out,  and  they  have  then  been  delivered  to  indorsees  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  so  that  the  indorsees  unite  in  themselves  a  l^al  and  an 
eqnitable  title  to  the  goods,  the  omission  of  the  words  "  or  order  or  assigns" 
in  the  bill  of  lading  is  not  sufficient  to  give  the  indorsees  constructive 
notice  of  some  equitable  arrangement  between  the  person  to  whom  the  bill 
of  lading  was  made  out  and  the  consignors. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Supreme  Cioort  of 
Bong  Banff,  dismissmg  with  costs  a  bill  filed  in  that  Oonrt  by  the 
AppellantSi  by  which  they  prayed  that  it  might  be  declared  that 
all  smns  of  money  receiyed  by  the  Bespondents  in  respect  of  fifty 

*  Present  >-StB  Jahxs  W.  Colyilb,  Sib  Babnks  Pbaooox,  Sib  Mohtaoub 
B.  Suite,  and  Sm  Bobbbt  P.  Goluxb. 


J.  C* 

1873 

Ju/y  16. 


(1)  7  Ex.  595.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  pre- 

(2)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.      paration  of  this  report 
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J.C.        bales  of  T.  cloth  shipped  by  the  Appellants  firom  London  to  Bonff  i 

1878        Konff  by  the  ship  Arid,  and  consigned  to  Messrs.  LyaU,  SHiU,  db 

Qj^^i^K   Co.  there  for  realisation,  had  been  receiyed  by  the  Bespondents 

&  ^*       in  trust  for  the  Appellants,  and  that  the  Bespondents  might  be 

TheComptoib  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Appellants  such  sums  of  money  and  in- 

d'Eboompte  J.    i^  t* 

Dx  Paris,     terest. 

The  Appellants  were  a  firm  of  traders,  carrying  on  business  at 
MancTiester.  The  Bespondents  were  a  Faris  Bank,  which  also  had 
a  branch  at  Hong  Kong. 

In  August^  1866,  the  Appellants  commenced  business  relations 
with  Oeorge  LydUy  Charles  Frederick  SiiUf  and  George  Francis 
Maclean,  who  carried  on  business  in  partnership  in  London  under 
the  style  of  Oeo.  LydU  dt  C.  F.  StiU,  and  at  Song  Kong  under  the 
style  of  LyaU,  StiU,  &  Co. 

The  terms  on  which  such  business  was  to  be  conducted  are  con- 
tained  in  the  following  letter  to  ^Messrs.  Qeo.  LydU  dt  C.  F.  StiU, 
of  London,  from  the  Appellants : — 

y%.  a  ^^Q  gjjgji  (^  ygjy  happy  to  purchase  goods  for  your  account 
for  shipment  of  your  firms  in  China  or  Japan,  drawing  upon 
you  either  at  nine  months'  date  or  at  aix  months,  renewable  at 
three  months  for  the  invoice  value.  Our  usual  mode  of  conduct- 
ing such  transactions  is  as  follows : — ^We  ship  the  goods  by  such 
vessel  as  you  shall  name  to  the  consignment  of  your  house  abroad, 
we  handing  you  the  bills  of  lading  and  invoices  in  triplicate  both 
for  transmission  to  your  foreign  house.  The  invoices  will  state 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  shipments  are  to  be  remitted  to  you  in 
first-class  bank  bills  specially  to  meet  your  acceptance  of  our  draft 
or  any  renewal  thereof  against  the  shipment,  your  house  abroad 
to  advise  us  of  the  remittances.  Our  commission  for  purchasing 
and  drawing  for  cotton  goods  is  2  per  cent  We  charge  no  com^ 
mission  on  woollen  goods,  the  prices  for  the  latter  being  quoted 
net." 

In  September,  1866,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement  so  come  to 
between  the  Appellants  and  Oeorge  LyaU,  C.  F.  Still,  and  O.  F. 
Maclean,  the  Appellants  shipped  fifty  bales  of  T.  cloth  on  board 
the  ship  Arid,  on  account  of  the  firm  of  Oeo.  LyaU  dt  C.  F.  StiU, 
under  their  bills  of  lading,  which  were  as  follows : — 

*'  Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition  by  0.  P.  Henderson  dt  Co. 
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of  Maneheslerf  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  called  Arid,  whereof      J*  C« 
Keay  is  master  for  this  voyage,  and  now  lying  in  the       1878 
ot-'b.)     port  of  London,  and  bound  for  Sonff  Kong,  fifty  bales  hbhdsuok 
merchandise,  one  pattern  parcel  being  marked  and       ^^' 
^^  ^  ,  51/100         nombered  as  per  mar^n,  and  are  to  be  delivered  The  Comptoir 

50  Bales  HerchandiM  .  ^  o  -v         ^  d'Eboomfte 

uidonepatt€niparcel.in  like  good  order  and  condition  at  the  aforesaid  diPabis. 
port  of  Eong  Kong  (the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire, 
and  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers, 
and  navigation,  of  whatever  nature  and  kind  soever  excepted), 
unto  Messrs.  LyaU,  SHUj  d  Co.,  of  Song  Kong.  Freight  for  the 
said  goods  having  been  paid  here,  ship  lost  or  not  lost,  with 
primage  and  average  accustomed.  In  witness  whereof  the  master 
or  purser  of  the  ship  or  vessel  hath  affirmed  to  three  bills  of 
lading,  all  of  this  tenor  and  date,  one  of  which  bills  being  accom- 
plished, the  rest  to  stand  void. 
,^  ^  Dated  in  London  this  day  of  September,  1866. 

''J.  Keay. 
^  Weight  and  contents  unknown,  and  not  accountable  for  leak- 
age, breakage,  rust,  or  damage  by  vermin." 

From  the  bill  of  lading  it  appears  that  it  was  not  intended  to 
be  transferred;  but  the  fifty  bales  of  cloth  were  to  be  delivered  to 
the  firm  of  LyaU,  SHU,  &  Co.  only,  and  not  to  their  order,  the 
usual  words  *'  or  order  or  assigns  "  being  omitted. 

The  invoice  for  the  bales  was  as  follows : — 

''  Invoice  of  fifty  bales  T  cloths  shipped  by  0.  P.  Hendenon  & 
Co.  per  Arid,  from  London  to  Song  Kong,  and  consigned  to  Messrs. 
LydU,  Stm,  db  Co,  there  for  realisation,  the  proceeds  to  be  remitted 
to  Messrs.  Qeo.  LyaU  dt  C.  F.  SHU,  London,  in  first-class  bank  bills 
specially  to  meet  their  acceptance  of  C.  P.  Ssnderson  &  Co.*s 
draft  (or  any  renewal  thereof)  against  this  shipment,  and  bought 
for  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  Qeo.  LydU  dt  C.  F.  Still,  London.** 

The  biUs  of  lading,  together  with  the  invoice,  were  received  by 
the  firm  of  LyaU,  StiU,  dt  Co.,  at  Song  Kong;  and  on  or  about 
the  30th  of  November,  1866,  and  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
Arid,  LydU,  StiU,  dt  Co.  indorsed  and  delivered  one  of  the  bills 
of  lading  to  the  Bespondents,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  re- 
lease of  certain  silk  documents  which  had  been  previously  deposited 
mih  the  Bespondents  as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  at 
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J.  0.       matarity,  by  Lydll,  Still,  &  Co.,  of  two  bills  of  exchange  for  the 

1S78       sums  of  $22,000  and  $22,500  respectively,  drawn  by  the  firm  of 

TT«ii!^^mfw  BotDfiT,  Hanburyy  &  Co.,  of  Shanghai,  iipon  and  accepted  by 

ft  Co.       LyaU,  SHU,  &  Co.,  and  indorsed  to  the  Bespondents.    The  silk 

ThbCoicftqib  documents,  so  released  and  given  up  in  exchange  for  the  security 

Ds  Paris,    of  the  bill  of  lading,  had  been  previously  attached  to  the  two 

bills  of  exchange.    But  at  the  maturity  of  the  bills  LyaU,  SHU, 

dt  Co.  duly  honoured  and  paid  one  of  them,  namely,  the  bill  for 

$22,000 ;  and  it  was  then  agreed  between  LyaU,  StiU,  db  Co.  and 

the  Bespondents,  that  the  other  bill,  namely,  the  bill  for  $22,500, 

should  be  met  by  an  advance  or  loan  from  the  Bespondents  to 

the  firm  of  the  amount  thereof,  the  repayment  whereof  should  be 

secured  by  a  promissory  note  for  the  same,  and  also  by  the  deposit 

in  their  hands  of  the  bill  of  lading  by  way  of  collateral  security ; 

and  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement  Lyall,  Stitt,  dk  Co.  obtained 

the  loan  of  $22,500  from  the  Bespondents,  and  paid  off  the  bill  of 

exchange  for  $22,500,  and  gave  the  Bespondents  a  promissory  note 

for    $22,500,  dated  the  Slst  of  December,  1866,  and  the  bill  of 

lading  was  allowed  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  Bespondents  as 

collateral  security  for  the  due  payment  of  the  same. 

On  the  22Qd  of  December,  1866,  LyaU,  StiU,  d  Co.  executed 
and  gave  to  the  Bespondents  and  to  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India, 
Australia,  and  China,  an  assigimient  of  the  property  comprised  in 
the  schedule  thereunder  written,  which  virtually  included  all  their 
property,  to  secure  the  sum  of  $85,714*28  owing  by  them  to  the 
Bespondents,  and  the  sum  of  $50,000  owing  by  them  to  the  Char* 
tered  Bank  of  India,  Australia,  and  China. 

The  ship  Ariel  arrived  at  Hony  Kong  early  in  January,  1867, 
and  the  fifty  bales  of  cloth  were  delivered  to  the  Bespondents  on 
the  7th  of  January,  1867 :  the  Bespondents  handed  to  LyaU, 
Stitt,  dt  Co.  the  bill  of  lading,  indorsed  to  the  Bespondents,  re- 
ceiving from  them  a  receipt  as  follows : — 

*'  Hong  Kong, 

"  7th  January,  1867. 
**  Beceived  of  the  Compioir  d^Esoompte  de  Paris  (Emg  Kong 


agency)  bill  of  lading  for  (c^-^J  $51/100,  50  bales,  merchandise 
per  Arid  valued  at  $7,625,  proceeds  of  which  we  hereby  engage 
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to  pay  to  said  bank  as  soon  as  collected  on  account  of  onr  promis*       J.  0. 
sory  note  for  $22^500,  dated  2l8t  December,  1866,  and  interest       167S 
$209/59.    It  is  at  the  same  time  understood  that  the  goods  in   HnDnaov 
question  are  stored  for  account  and  belong  to  the  said  bank       ^^ 
until  such  proceeds  have  been  paid.  TraCoiiPioni 

D'Eflooimi 

''  LyaU,  Still,  &  Co!*        vb  Pabib. 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  this  receipt,  LycJl,  SHU,  &  Co. 
sold  the  fifty  bales  for  $6,837*50,  and  remitted  the  proceeds  of 
the  sales  of  the  bales,  amounting  to  $6,837*50,  to  the  Bespon- 
dents,  who  applied  the  same  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  promissory 
note  for  $22,500. 

When  LydUj  Still,  dt  Co.  indorsed  the  bill  of  lading,  they  were 
unaware  of  its  peculiarity  in  omitting  the  words  ''or  order  or 
assigns."  And  the  Bespondents  alleged  that  the  omission  was  not 
noticed  by  them. 

The  acceptance  for  the  sum  of  £1,892  3^.,  being  the  price  of 
the  fifty  bales  due  to  the  Appellants,  was  dishonoured  at  maturity 
by  Geo.  Lyall  &  C.  F.  StiU,  and  the  Appellants  had  not  been 
paid  any  part  of  this  sum  of  £1,392  Zb. 

In  March,  1867,  the  firm  of  hyall,  Still,  &  Co.  stopped  payi^ent, 
but  the  Bespondents  alleged  that,  at  the  date  of  the  indorsement 
and  deliyery  of  the  bill  of  lading,  they  had  no  knowledge  what- 
ever of  the  firm  being,  if  in  fact  they  were,  involved  or  in  embar- 
rassed circumstances. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1867,  the  Bespondents  received  from 
the  Attorney  of  the  Appellants  a  letter,  claiming  a  special  lien  on 
the  fifty  bales  of  cloth  and  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  respect  of  unpaid 
purchase-money. 

Previously  to  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  the  Bespondents  had  no 
notice  or  knowliedge  whatever  of  any  right,  claim,  or  interest  of 
the  Appellants,  or  of  the  invoice,  or  of  the  agreement  between 
the  Appellants  and  the  firm  of  Geo,  Lyall  and  C.  F.  Still  and  the 
firm  of  LyaU,  StUl,  dk  Co.,  or  of  any  other  agreement  in  relation 
thereto,  or  of  the  existence  of  any  special  or  other  lien  or  right 
or  claim  of  the  Flaintifis  on  the  goods;  and  they  dealt  with  LyaU, 
StiU,  &  Co.,  as  being,  as  they  appeared  by  the  bill  of  lading  to  be, 
owners  of  the  goods  comprised  therein. 

On  the  18th  of  May,  1869,  the  Appellants  filed  a  bill  of  com- 
Vol.  y ,  8  8 
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J.  o.        plaint  in  the  Snpreme  Court  of  Hong  Kong  against  the  Bespondents 

1^78        as  Defendants,  praying  that  it  might  be  declared  that  all  sums  of 

HsMDEBfloH  money  reoeiyed  by  the  Bespondents  in  respect  of  the  bales  of 

*  Co.       doth  had  been  received  by  them  in  trust  for  the  Appellants,  and 

TfnBCk)MFToiB  that  the  Bespondents  might  be  ordered  to  pay  them  these  moneys. 

ss  PAsn.        The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Acting  Chief  Justice  of  the 

Supreme  Court  of  J9an^  Kong  (the  Hon.  JvMan  Pavneefote)  on  the 

7th  of  September,  1869,  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

The  ground  for  the  decision  was  that  the  Bespondents  had  ac- 
quired a  legal  title  to  the  cloth ;  and  that  being  so,  they  held  it 
free  from  any  trusts  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  tbe 
transferors,  inasmuch  as  they  took  it  without  notice  of  the  trusts ; 
for  it  could  not  be  maintained  that  the  Bespondents  had  construe- 
tive  notice  of  any  equitable  interest  of  the  Appellants  in  the  cloth. 
It  was  against  this  judgment  that  the  appeal  was  now  made. 

Sir  Biehard  BaggaUayy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dv/ndas  Oardiner,  for  the 
Appellants : — 

The  bill  of  lading  differs  from  an  ordinary  bill  of  lading,  inas- 
much as  the  words  '^  or  order  or  assigns  "  are  omitted.  Accord- 
ingly it  was  not  negotiable.  Thus,  though  it  was  indorsed  to  the 
Bespondents,  they  never  had  anything  more  than  an  equitable 
interest  in  the  goods.  This  was  subject  to  the  equity  of  the 
Appellants :  Bodger  v.  Comptoir  d'Escompte  de  Paris  (1) ;  Biee  v. 
Bice  (2).  In  any  case  the  Bespondents  had  constructive  notice  of 
the  equity  of  the  Appellants ;  the  peculiarity  of  the  bill  of  lading 
in  omitting  the  words  *'  or  order  or  assigns  "  was  sufficient  te  put 
the  Bespondents  on  inquiry  as  to  the  terms  on  which  the  goods 
w^re  consigneni  to  XyoS,  Stilly  dt  Co.:  Wilson  v.  Hart  (3) ;  Kennedy 
v.  Oreen  (4) ;  Le  Neve  v.  Le  Neve  (5) ;  Newson  v.  Thornton  (6).  A 
breach  of  trust  was  committed  by  LyaUj  StiU,  &  Co.  when  they 
received  the  goods  and  delivered  them  to  the  Bespondents. 

Mr.  Jaekson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everitt  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  bill  of  lading  was  a  negotiable  instrument,  notwithstanding 

(1)  Law  B«p.  2  P.  C.  393.  (4)  My.  &  K.  699. 

(2)  2  Drew.  73.  (6)  Amb.  436 ;  White  and  Tudor's 
(S)  Law  Rep.  1  Ch  468.                    Leading  Caseii  in  Equity,  toI.  iL  p.  85. 

(6)  S  East,  17. 
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its  form.    Even  if  it  were  not,  the  Bespondents  acquired  by  it  an  J>  a 

equitable  title  to  the  goods.    And  this  was  supplemented  by  the  1S78 

legal  title  on  the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  them  by  LyaUy  SiiU,  &  vfwnT^^nff|^ 

Co,,  to  whom  the  goods  had  been  consigned.    With  regard  to  the  *  ^^ 
alleged  constructive  notice,  the  peculiarity  of  the  bill  of  lading  is  The  CdMwma 

not  su£5cient  to  support  any  such  contention :  Jones  v.  Smith  (1) ;  dx  Pabu. 

Hunter  v.  Walters  (2) ;  PUeher  v.  BawHna  (3).    There  was  no  "^" 
breach  of  trust  with  respect  to  the  goods ;  LffdU,  StiU,  &  Co.  were 
either  purchasers  of  the  goods  or  were  the  agents  of  the  Appellants. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

Sir  Egbert  P.  CJotxier: — 

The  facts  of  this  case,  about  which  there  is  no  dispute,  may 
be  very  shortly  stated,  A  firm  in  Manchester^  Messrs.  Hen- 
derson  &  Co*,  purchased  a  quantity  of  goods,  pledging  their  own 
credit,  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  LyaU,  SiiU  &  Co,,  who  were  a  firm  in 
London,  having  a  branch  at  Hong  Kong.  An  arrangement  was 
entered  into  by  the  parties,  which  is  embodied  in  an  invoice  of 
these  goods,  which  is  as  follows : — 

"  Invoice  of  50  bales,  T  cloths,  shipped  by  C.  P.  Henderson  & 
Co,,  per  Arid,  from  London  to  Hong  Kong,  and  consigned  to 
Messrs.  LyaU^  SiiU,  &  Co.  there  for  realization,  the  proceeds  to  be 
remitted  to  Messrs.  Oeo.  LyaU  dt  C.  F.  Still,  London,  in  first-class 
bank  biUs,  specially  to  meet  their  acceptance  of  C.  P.  Henderson 
&  CoJs  draft  (or  any  renewal  thereof)  against  the  shipment,  and 
bought  for  account  and  risk  of  Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  dt  C.  F.  Still, 
London.** 

Now,  that  was  the  arrangement  entered  into  between  the  parties, 
and,  as  between  the  parties,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
Messrs.  Lgall,  Still,  dt  Co.,  of  Hong  Kong,  were  under  the  obliga- 
tion so  to  deal  with  the  goods  as  to  realize  proceeds  from  their 
sale,  and  to  transmit  those  proceeds  to  LyaU,  SOU,  dt  Co.,  in  Lon- 
don, for  the  purpose  indicated  in  this  invoice,  namely,  of  meeting 
their  acceptances  to  Messrs.  Henderson  dt  Co.  It  appears  that  a 
bill  of  lading  was  made  out,  which  is  in  the  usual  form,  with  this 

(1)  1  Hare,  43.  (2)  Law  Rep.  7  Ch.  76. 

(3)  Law  Bap.  7  Ch.  269. 

3  8  2 
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xo.        difference,  that  the  words  "  or  order  or  assigns  *'  are  omitted.    It 

1878        has  been  argued  that,  notwithstanding  the  omission  of  these  words, 

jj^^J^^j^jj   this  bill  of  lading  was  a  negotiable  instrument,  and  there  is  some 

*  Co.       authority  at  nisi  priua  for  that  proposition ;  but,  undoubtedly,  the 

Thb  OovrrooL  general  view  of  the  mercantile  world  has  been  for  some  time  that, 

PE  Pabis.    11^  order  to  make  bills  of  lading  negotiable,  some  such  words  as 

"  or  order  or  assigns  "  ought  to  be  in  them.    For  the  purposes  of 

» 

this  case,  in  the  view  their  Lordships  take,  it  may  be  assumed 
that  this  bill  of  lading  was  not  a  negotiable  instrument. 

The  bill  of  lading  and  the  invoice  were  received  by  Messrs. 
Lyall,  SHU,  &  Co.  at  Sonff  Kong  on  the  13th  of  November,  1866, 
and  soon  after,  it  does  not  precisely  appear  when,  this  bill  of  lading 
was  indorsed  to  the  Defendants,  who  are  bankers  at  Hong  Kong. 
It  was  indorsed  for  this  purpose :  it  was  in  order  to  enable  Messrs, 
LyaU,  Still,  dt  Co.,  of  Hong  Kong,  to  obtain  back  from  the  Defen- 
dants certain  silk  documents,  as  they  are  described,  which  were 
deposited  with  them  to  meet  two  acceptances,  one  for  $22,000  and 
the  other  for  $22,500.  It  appears  that  Lyall,  Still,  dk  Co,  met  the 
first  bill ;  but  when  the  secdnd  bill  became  due  they  borrowed  a 
sum  of  money,  suflScient  to  pay  it,  of  the  bankers,  the  Defendants, 
on  giving  their  promissory  note  dated  the  31st  of  December,  1866, 
and  from  that  time  this  bill  of  lading  remained  with  the  bankers 
as  a  security  for  the  repayment  of  that  loan  upon  their  promissory 
note.  What  next  occurred,  which  is  material,  is  stated  very  fairly 
in  the  case  of  the  Appellants.  They  state  that  the  ship  Arid, 
that  is  the  ship  carrying  these  goods,  "arrived  at  Hong  KongeeLvly 
in  January,  1867,  and  the  said  fifty  bales  were  delivered  to  the 
Kespondents  on  the  7th  January,  1867  ;  the  Eespondents  handed 
to  the  said  firm  of  Lyall,  StiU,  &  Co.  the  said  bill  of  lading  indorsed 
to  the  Bespondents  as  aforesaid,  receiving  from  them  a  receipt  as 
follows : — 

" '  Hong  Kong,  7th  January,  1867. 
" '  Eecei ved  of  the  Comptoir  d^Escompfe  de  Paris  {Hong  Kong 
agency)  bill  of  lading  for  L.  S.  C.  P.  H.  $51/100,  50  bales  mer- 
chandise per  Arid,  valued  at  $7625,  proceeds  of  which  we  hereby 
engage  to  pay  to  the  said  bank  as  soon  as  collected  on  account  of 
our  promissory  note  for  $22,500,  dated  2 1st  December"  (it  should 
be  31st  December),  *^  1866,  and  interest  $209/59.    It  is  at  the  same 
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time  underBtood  that  the  goods  in  qnestion  are  stored  for  account       J.C. 
and  belong  to  the  said  bank  until  such  proceeds  have  been  paid.  1873 


ft  Co 

The  case  farther  states  *'  that  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of         «. ' 
the  said  receipt,  the-  said  firm  of  IajoU,  StUl,  &  Co.  sold  the  said  '^^^^ 
fifty  bales  for  $6,837-50,  And  remitted  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  the    ^'^^^ 
said  bales,  amounting  to  $6,837*50,  to  the  Bespondents,  who  applied 
the  same  in  part  satisfaction  of  the  said  promissory  note  for  $22,500.'' 

The  view  of  their  Lordships  is  this,  that,  assuming  as  they  do 
that  the  bill  of  lading  was  not  a  negotiable  instrument,  its  indorse- 
ment and  delivery  to  the  Bank  gave  them  only  an  equitable  right 
to  the  goods.  But  in  their  Lordships'  view  the  transaction  which 
took  place  subsequently  amounted  to  a  delivery  of  these  goods  to 
the  Bank,  after  the  goods  had  been  landed  and  delivered  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  when  the  bill  of  lading  vf  as  functus 
officio.  It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  LydU,  Stilly  &  Co.,  having 
received  these  goods  at  Hong  Kong,  did  deliver  the  possession  of 
them  to  the  Bank.  It  is  true  that  the  Bank  did  not  take  them  to 
their  own  warehouses,  probably  because  they  had  not  warehouses 
convenient  to  hold  them;  and  the  Bank  did  not  sell  them  themselves, 
probably  because  it  would  not  be  in  the  way  of  their  business  to 
sell  them.  They  employed  LyaH,  SttH,  &  Co.  to  sell  them  for  the 
Bank ;  but,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  in  so  selling  them  Lya2l, 
Still,  &  Co,  acted  but  as  brokers  to  the  Bank ;  and  possession  was 
in  fact  delivered  to  the  Bank  of  the  goods  by  IajcHH^  Still,  dk  Co., 
after  Lyall,  SiiU,  &  Co.  at  Eong  Kong  had  the  goods  in  their  pos- 
session, and  were  able  so  to  deliver  them. 

That  being  so,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  the  Bank  after  that 
delivery  united  in  themselves  a  legal  and  equitable  title  to  the 
goods.  If  that  be  so,  the  only  question  which  remains  is,  whether 
they  had  actual  or  constructive  notice  of  the  trust  which,  as  be- 
tween the  original  parties,  Henderson  dk  Co.  and  Lyall,  Still,  &  Co., 
in  their  Lordships'  opinion  existed  ? 

It  is  conceded  that  there  was  no  actual  notice.  The  question 
remains  whether  there  was  constructive  notice,  and  it  should  be — 
in  order  to  make  out  the  case  of  the  Plaintiff — constructive  notice 
at  the  time  of  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading.  That  con- 
structive notice  is  attempted  to  bo  inferred  in  this  way,  and  in  this 
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J.  c.       way  only :  It  is  said  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  in  an  unnsoal  fonn, 

1878      .  omitting  the  words  "  or  order  or  amgns^^  that  the  Bank  ought  to 
Bm^moK   ^^®  taken  notice  of  the  bill  of  lading  being  in  that  unusual  form, 

*  Co.       ^jhat  they  ought  hence  to  have  inferred  that  it  was  probable  that 

TmOoiopTomsome  such  equitable  arrangement  existed  as  that  which  is  now 

M  Pabis.    proYedy  and  that  they  ought  to  have  made  inquiries  on  the  subject 

""^  It  does  not  appear  why  the  words  **  or  order  or  amgns "  were 
omitted.  There  is  no  evidence  whatever  that  they  were  omitted 
intentionally  with  a  view  in  any  way  to  carry  into  effect  the 
arrangement  between  the  parties.  It  is  admitted  as  a  fietct  that 
Lyatt,  Sim,  &  Go.  at  Hon^  Kong,  when  they  indorsed  the  bill  of 
lading  to  the  Bank,  were  not  aware  of  this  omission.  And  their 
Lordships  think  that  it  may  be  assumed,  from  the  conduct  of  the 
Bank  and  from  other  circumstances,  that  they  did  not  notice  it 

Their  Lordships  are  further  of  opinion  that  the  omission  of  these 
words,  if  noticed,  was  not  a  circumstance  from  which  the  peculiar 
arrangements  subsisting  between  the  Appellants  and  LyaU,  StiUi 
dt  Co.  were  necessarily  to  be  inferred ;  nor  even  one  which  would 
necessarily  excite  the  suspicions  of  a  man  of  business  of  ordinary 
prudence,  and  put  him  on  inquiry  into  the  nature  of  those  arrange- 
ments. They  cannot,  therefore,  impute  to  the  Bespondents,  either 
from  their  failure,  if  they  did  fjEul,  to  observe  the  omission,  or 
from  their  failure,  if  they  did  observe  it,  to  make  further  inquiry 
into  the  title  of  LyaU,  Still,  dt  Co.,  what  in  the  decided  cases  is 
sometimes  called  '^  wilful  blindness,"  and  sometimes  "  gross  negli- 
gence." And  thej(  are  of  opinion  that  to  hold  that  the  mere 
absence  of  these  words  from  the  bill  of  lading,  without  more,  was 
constructive  notice  to  the  Bank  would  be  carrying  the  doctrine  of 
constructive  notice  further  than  it  has  ever  been  carried — certainly 
much  further  than  it  has  been  the  tendency  of  the  Courts  in  recent 
cases  to  carry  it 

Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of 
the  Oourt  below  was  right,  and  they  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  that  that  decision  be  affirmed,  and  that  this  appeal  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Travers  Smiih  db  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Messrs.  Lyne  dt  Holman. 
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GILBERT  BROWNING Appbm.ant  ;        J.  Cf 


THE    PROVINCIAL    INSUBANCE    COM- )  „  "T*"' 

PANY  OP  CANADA JRKSPOKDKKm     lys; 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  OOUBT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR 

LOWER  CANADA  Q). 

Marine  Insurance — Pciiey — Bight  qf  Undisclosed  Frtncipal  to  sue  in  his  Agenft 

Name — Time  of  Occtttrenee  of  Loss  <^  Cargo, 

The  rale  that  an  undisclosed  principal  may  sue  and  be  sned  npon  mercan- 
tile contracts  made  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  sabject  to  any  defences  or 
equities  which  without  notice  may  exist  against  the  agent,  is  applicable  to 
policies  of  marine  insurance  under  the  Canadian  as  well  as  under  the  English 
law. 

X.,  an  agent  of  B.,  insured  some  goods  belonging  to  B,  that  were  being 
sent  by  ship  from  Montreal  to  St,  John%  Newfoundland,  The  insurance 
company's  agent  issued  to  Z.  a  "  certificate  of  insurance,"  which  stated  that 
L,  had  insured  the  good^.  It  was  the  custom  of  the  company  to  issue  subse- 
quently a  policy  stating  that  **  X,  F.,  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  in  the 
name  of  every  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  appertain,"  had  insured  the 
goods.    On  a  loss  occurring,  it  was 

Hdd  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower 
Canada),  that  the  omission  in  the  ^certificate  of  the  words  ''  as  well  in  his 
own  name,  Ac.,"  did  not,  either  by  the  Canadian  law  or  by  the  English 
law,  preclude  B,  from  suing  the  insurance  company  in  his  own  name. 

Where  goods  are  insured  for  a  voyage,  the  time  of  the  loss  occurring 
is  not  neces^ly  the  time  when  the  peril  is  encountered  and  the  vessel 
driven  ashore. 

A  ship  with  some  fiour  as  part  of  her  cargo  was  seen  in  the  Gulf  of  St. 
Lawrence  on  the  22nd  of  November,  18G7,  and  nothing  more  was  heard  of 
her  until  May,  1868,  when  she  was  found  ashore  at  AtUicostif  all  hands 
having  been  lost.  On  the  29th  of  November,  1867,  a  violent  storm  had  com- 
menced in  the  Gulf,  and  there  was  strong  probability  that  the  ship  was 
capsized  and  driven  ashore  in  that  gal&  Part  of  the  flour  insured  was  sub- 
sequently saved  and  sold  by  an  agent  of  the  insurance  company.  The  action 
to  recover  on  the  policy  was  not  brought  imtil  March,  1869.    The  policy 


♦Present;— SibJamks  W.  Colvilk,  Sib  Babkes  Pbacock,  Sib  Montague 
E.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robbbt  P.  Collieb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late^Mr.  Mcore,  Q.C.,havo  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  report. 
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J  Q  oontaining  a  proviao  that  no  action  should  he  brought  on  it  nnleas  within  a 

year  after  the  loss  was  incurred,  the  insurance  company  contended  that  the 

J^  assured  was  too  late  to  bring  an  action : — 

Bbownino  Meld,  that  the  loss  was  not  in  its  inception  total,  and  only  became  ao  when 

V.  it  was  found  that  it  was  impossible  to  carry  the  flour  to  its  destination,  and 

LnsubakctOo.  *^*'  ^^  ^^  necessary  to  sell  it.    Consequently  the  assured  was  not  precluded 

OF  Canada.  by  lapse  of  time  from  bringing  his  action. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada  of  the  9th  of  March,  1871,  which 
affirmed  on  appeal  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Lower 
Canada^  in  the  district  of  Montrealy  of  the  31st  of  March,  1870. 

The  Appellant  was  a  baker  of  St.  Johns^  Newfoundland.  The 
Eespondents  were  an  insurance  company  of  Toronto,  who  kept  an 
agent  at  Montreal. 

In  Noyember,  1867,  the  Appellant  instructed  Joel  Leduc^  a  com- 
mission merchant  of  Montrealy  who  acted  as  his  agent,  to  purchase 
a  large  quantity  of  flour  and  to  ship  it  to  him  at  St.  John'e.  Leduc 
accordingly  bought  1063  barrels  of  flour,  of  the  value  of  $7000, 
paid  for  them  himself,  and  shipped  them  on  board  liis  own  ship, 
the  Bahineau  and  Oavdry,  to  be  conveyed  therein  from  Montreal 
to  8t  John^s  ;  and  entered  into  an  agreen^ent  with  Bouth,  the  agent 
of  the  Eespondents  at  Montreal,  for  the  insurance  of  the  flour  on 
the  voyage.  Leduo  paid  to  Bouih  $280,  the  premium  for  the 
insurance;  and  the  following  *^ certificate  of  insurance*'  was  then 
given  by  Bouth  to  Leduc : — 

**  Provincial  Insurance  Company  of  Canada. 
"  Certificate  of  Cargo  Insurance — No.  116. 

"  Montreal  15th  November,  1867. 
*'Joel  Leduc,  Esq.,  has  this  day  eflected  an  assurance  to  the 
extent  of  $7000  on  the  under-mentioned  property  from  Montreal 
to  St.  Johtit,  Newfoundland,  and  shipped  in  good  order  and  well 
conditioned  on  board  the  schooner  Bahineau  and  Oaudry,  whereof 
E.  Vigneau  is  master  this  present  voyage. 

**  Said  insurance  to  be  subject  to  all  the  forms,  conditions,  pro- 
visions, and  exceptions  contained  in  the  policy  of  the  company, 
copies  of  which  are  printed  on  the  back  hereof. 

«  B.  T.  Bouth,  agent. 

«  On  1063  barrels  flour,  amount,  $7000 ;  premium,  $280." 
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Some  of  the  conditions  on  the  back  of  the  certificate  were       J.  C. 
these : —  1873 

"It  is  furthermore  hereby  expressly  provided  that  no  suit  or    Bbowniho 
action  against  said  company  for  the  recovery  of  any  claim  upon,    Pbovi'ncial 
uuder,  or  by  virtue  of  this  policy  shall  be  sustained  in  any  Court    o^TcakTda? 

of  Law  or  Chancery,  unless  such  suit  or  action  shall  be  commenced       

within  the  term  of  twelve  months  next  after  any  loss  or  damage 
shall  occur ;  and  in  case  any  such  suit  or  action  shall  be  com- 
menced against  said  company  after  the  expiration  of  twelve  months 
next  after  such  loss  or  damage  shall  have  occurred,  the  lapse  of 
time  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  as  conclusive  evidence  against 
the  validity  of  the  claim  thereby  so  attempted  to  be  enforced.  .  .  • 

^  The  interest  of  the  insured  in  this  policy  is  not  assignable, 
unless  by  consent  of  this  corporation  manifested  in  writing,  and  in 
ease  of  transfer  or  termination  of  the  interest  of  the  insured,  either 
by  sale  or  otherwise,  without  such  consent  the  policy  shall  from 
thenceforth  be  void  and  of  no  effect.*' 

It  was  the  custom  of  the  company  to  treat  this  as  a  provisional 
agreement,  which  would  entitle  the  holder  to  a  policy  under  the 
seal  of  the  company.  The  forms  of  the  policies  issued  by  the 
oompany  contained  the  following: — **A.  B.  as  well  in  his  own 
name  as  for  and  in  the  nalne  and  names  of  all  and  every  other 
person  and  persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  appertain 
and  in  part  or  in  all  doth  make  insurance  and  cause  to  be  insured, 
&c."  But  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  agreement  on  the  part  of 
the  company  to  issue  a  policy  under  seal. 

Under  the  bill  of  lading  the  four  was  deliverable  to  the 
Appellant  or  his  assigns.  An  invoice  was  sent  by  Ledwi  to  the 
Appellant,  in  which  the  Appellant  was  debited  with  the  price  of 
the  flour,  commission,  the  expenses  of  cartage,  cooperage,  and 
wharfiEige,  and  the  premium  of  insurance.  Bills  were  drawn  by 
Leduo  on  the  Appellant  for  the  amount,  and  they  were  subsequently 
duly  accepted  and  paid. 

The  Bdbineau  and  Oaudry  sailed  with  the  flour  on  board  on  the 
16th  of  November,  1867,  from  Montreal  for  St.  John's.  On  the 
20th  of  November  she  left  Quelee,  and  was  last  seen  in  the  Oidf 
ofSt.  Latvrenoe  about  the  22nd  of  November,  1867. 


266  CASES  m  THE  PRIVY  OOUNOIL.  [L.  B- 

J.  C.  Nothing  further  was  heard  of  her  until  the  16th  of  May,  1868, 

1878        when  news  reached  Montreal  that  she  had  been  found,  bottom  up, 

BBowniNa    on  the  island  of  Antieosti^  and  that  all  on  board  had  probably 

Pjbovdioial  ^^^  drowned.    Notice  was  given  to  the  Bespondents,  who  there- 

iNflUBANCB  CJo.  upon  sent  their  inspector  to  Anticosti.     On  his  arrival  in  June, 

OF  Oakada.  * 

1868,  he  took  possession  of  the  vessel,  and  disposed  of  547  barrels 

of  flour  that  had  been  saved,  for  $1796.  After  paying  for 
salvage  expenses,  &c.,  the  net  proceeds  amounted  to  $533. 

In  September,  1868,  the  Appellant  made  his  claim  on  the 
Bespondents  for  the  sum  of  $7000,  in  respect  of  his  loss. 

There  were  some  negotiations  between  the  Appellant  and  the 
Bespondents,  and  ultimately  the  Bespondents  refused  to  pay  the 
claim,  on  the  ground  that  in  effecting  the  insurance,  Ledue  was 
acting,  not  for  the  Appellant,  but  on  his  own  behalf  to  protect  his 
own  interest ;  and  that  the  contract  having  been  made  in  Ledue's 
name,  the  Appellant  could  not  sue  on  it  in  his  own  name,  and 
that,  inasmuch  as  under  the  provisions  of  the  '^  certificate  of  insu- 
rance "  any  action  to  recover  a  claim  must  be  brought  within  a 
year  of  the  occurrence  of  the  loss,  and  the  ship  had  in  all  proba- 
bility been  lost  in  November,  1867,  it  was  too  late  for  the 
Appellant  to  make  any  claim. 

An  action  was  thereupon  commenced  by  the  Appellant  in  the 
Superior  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  to  recover  his  claim  from  the 
Bespondents.  On  the  9th  of  March,  1869,  judgment  was  given 
for  the  Bespondents  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley.  This  judgment  was 
confirmed  on  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lotcer 
Canada,  where  all  the  Judges  held  that  the  Appellant  could  not 
sue  in  his  own  name ;  moreover,  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  held  that  the 
action  was  not  brought  in  time,  although  Chief  Justice  Duval, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Caron,  and  Mr.  Justice  Monk,  dissented  from  this 
view. 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  said  in  his  judgment  :-— 

''By  the  certificate  the  insurance  is  with  Ledue,  and  there  is  no 
proof  to  shew,  as  against  the  Bespondents,  that  he  effected  it  for 
Appellant  or  otherwise  than  in  his  own  name.  The  certificate  is  a 
written  document,  which  cannot  be  proved  by  the  outside  evidence 
to  be  otherwise  than  it  is  as  between  the  contracting  parties.  It 
has  never  been  assigned  according  to  the  last  condition  on  the 
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back  of  the  certificate,  and  by  law  the  Appellant  cannot  be  known       J,  0. 
as  claimant  except  as  assignee  of  the  insnied.    The  insurance  is       1873 
to  LeduCy  and  no  other  in  this  case ;  not  having  been  assigned  to    BsowmNa 
Appellant^  he  has  no  claim ;  the  allegation  of  the  declaration  that   p^^gi^j, 
the  assurance  was  made  to  Leduo  as  agent,  and  all  whom  it  might  Imsubahob Ck>. 

OF  Oahasa. 

conoetn,  is  not  proved  Again,  by  the  insurance  certificate  or  — 
receipt^  it  is  conditioned  that  no  suit  or  action  shall  be  commenced 
against  the  insurers  after  the  term  of  twelve  months  after  the  loss, 
and  not,  as  argued,  from  the  time  when  the  vessel  was  last  seen  in 
the  St.  LaivreneSf  not  from  notice  given  of  loss.  The  office  common 
policy  usually  issued  and  produced  in  evidence,  contains  the  same 
condition.  No  action  after  twelve  months  next  after  any  loss  or 
damage  shall  occur,  and  if  suit  be  commenced  after  twelve  months 
after  such  loss  shall  have  occurred,  the  lapse  of  time  shall  be  taken 
and  deemed  as  conclusive  evidence  against  the  validity  of  the  claim 
attempted  to  be  enforced.  Upon  the  question  of  the  loss,  and  the 
time  of  its  occurrence,  no  possible  better  evidence  can  be  afibrded 
than  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Allan,  and  of  Captain  Baaile  Deroy, 
whose  vessel  accompanied  the  Babineau  and  Qaud/ry  in  her  course 
down  the  river  and  gulf,  and  was  caught  in  the  same  storm,  which, 
he  says,  wrecked  the  Babineau  and  Oaudry  on  Anlicarii^  at  the  end 
of  November,  1867.  The  evidence  of  MoChegor  is,  I  think,  con- 
clusive that  the  vessel  was  driven  ashore  on  the  island,  stem  on, 
during  the  gale  spoken  of  .  •  •" 

Mr.  Waikin  WiUiams,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Kerr,  for  the  Appellant : — 

In  entering  into  the  contract  of  insurance,  Ledue  was  acting  as 
the  agent  of  the  Appellant ;  and  the  general  rule  of  law,  that  an 
undisdoeed  principal  may  take  advantage  of  the  contract  entered 
into  by  his  agents  applies  to  policies  of  marine  insurance. 

Though  the  agent  cannot  escape  liability,  the  principal  can  sue : 
S^  V.  Band  (1)  ;  Eiggin$  v.  SenioT  (2) ;  Himhh  v.  Himler  (3) ; 
Bamazotti  v.  Bowring,  (4) ;  CivU  Code  of  Louder  Canada,  Art  2492. 
Moreover,  the  **  certificate  of  insurance  ^  entitled  the  holder  to  a 
policy,  and  the  policies  issued  by  the  company  were  in  the  names 
of  all  persons  interested. 

(1)  6  9.  4f  Ad.  389.  •  (3)  12  Q.  B.  310. 

(2)  8  M.  <S^  W.  834.  (4)  7  0.  B.  (N.S.)  851. 
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J.  c.  The  Appellant^  thereforei  was  entitled  to  claim  in  his  own  name 

1873        against  the  insurance  company  for  the  loss  of  the  flour. 

Bbownxno        S^  is  not  precluded  by  lapse  of  time  from  bringing  his  action. 

Provincial  '^^^  ^^^  ^^  preying  the  lapse  of  the  year  after  the  occurrence  of 

InsobanoeOo.  the  loss  lies  on  the  insurance  company :  Winff  v.  Atiffrave  (1).    It 

—        has  not  been  proved  at  what  time  the  ship  was  actually  lost ;  and 

there  is  no  improbability  in  the  suggestion  that  the  ship  wintered 

safely  on  the  north  shore,  and  was  lost  in  the  spring  of  1868, 

whilst  striving  to  reach  the  poi*t  to  which  she  was  bound 

Moreover,  the  loss  did  not  arise  when  the  ship  was  wrecked ;  it 
arose  only,  when  the  loss  of  the  ship  became  known,  and  it  was 
found  necessary  to  sell  the  flour.  It  was  then  that  the  right  of 
action  first  arose. 

There  were  some  negotiations  between  the  Appellant  and  the 
Bespondent  with  reference  to  the  claim,  and  in  the  midst  of  them 
a  promise  (without  prejudice)  to  pay  was  made  by  tlie  company. 
The  delay  in  bringing  the  action  was  owing  to  these  negotiations. 
The  Eespondents  thereby  waived  the  condition  in  the  *^  certificate" 
as  to  time* 

Sir  John  Kardahe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bojnpas,  for  the  Bespoudents  :— 

'  In  Canada  the  French  law  prevails,  where  no  provision  in  the 
Code  is  applicable.  There  is  nothing  in  the  English  law  or  the 
French  law  or  the  Canadian  law,  which  shews  that  where  an  insar^ 
ance  has  been  made  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  the  company 
can  be  sued  in  any  other  name  than  his.  (See  Amould  on  Marine 
Insurance,  vol.  i.,  p.  223,  Srd  ed.) 

Moreover,  there  is  no  proof  that  Leduo  was  contracting  other- 
wise than  in  his  own  name*  The  *'  certificate  of  insurance  "  indi^ 
cates  that  the  insurance  was  for  himself;  he  had  an  insurable 
interest,  having  bought  the  flour  with  his  own  money :  Wataon  t. 
Swann  (2) ;  United  States  v.  Parmde  (3). 

The  company  never  heard  of  the  Appellant.  If  they  had  heard 
of  him,  they  might  have  had  good  reason  for  refusing  to  contract 
with  him.  They  probably  would  Aot  have  insured  both  principal 
and  agent. 

(1)  8  H.  L.  G  183.  (2)  11  C.  B/(N.SO  't^^' 

(3)  1  PaWfl  U.  S.  Circ.  Rep.  252- 
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"Even  if  the  certificate  were  a  contract  for  a  policy,  the  policy  J.  c. 

would  be  limited  to  the  terms  on  the  back  of  the  certificate.   This  1873 

assurance  was  in  the  name  of  IJeduc,  and  it  conld  not  vest  in  the  bbownq^q 

Appellant  without  a  transfer.     (Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canaday  ^^oyiscial 

Art,  2483.)  Iotdbamob  Co. 

TTT-  11  .1         .«».  1  ^         It  i.0'  Canada. 

With  regard  to  time,  there  is  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  loss  of       

the  ship  took  place  early  in  December,  1867.  And  this  was  when 
the  loss  of  the  cargo  also  occurred.  The  loss  occurs  when  the 
goods  are  lost,  not  when  the  fact  becomes  known  to  the  owner ; 
the  sale  of  the  part  recovered  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  time  of 
the  occurrence  of  the  loss.  The  action  was  not  brought  until  the 
3rd  of  March,  1869.  This  was  more  than  a  year  after  the  occur- 
rence of  the  loss ;  and  the  provision  in  the  **  certificate  of  insur- 
ance "  precluded  the  Appellant  from  bringing  an  action. 

In  the  course  of  the  arguments  reference  was  also  made  to  the 
following :  Brotvne  v.  Sare  (1) ;  Joyce  v.  Swann  (2) ;  Monireal  As" 
surance  Company  v.  McCHUivray  (3) ;  Wolff  v.  Eomcastle  (4) ; 
Skinner  v.  Stooks  (5) ;  Belt  v.  Oikon  (6) ;  De  Yignier  v.  Swan^ 
son  (7) ;  Stringer  v.  English  and  Scottish  Marine  Insurance  Conh 
pany  (8). 

Their  Lordships*  judgment  was  delivered  by 
Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  for  the  province,  which  dismissed  the  Appellant's  snit.  The 
action  was  brought  on  a  contract  of  insurance  made  with  the 
Respondents  on  1063  barrels  of  flour  shipped  in  the  schooner 
Babineau  and  Oatidry,  on  a  voyage  from  Montreal  to  St.  JohvCs, 
Newfoundland.  The  contract  was  in  the  name  of  Mr.  Jod  Leduc, 
^'ho  had  purchased  and  shipped  the  flonr  for  the  Appellant. 

Two  objections  have  been  made  to  the  Appellant's  right  to 
maintain  the  action,  viz.  (1.)  that  he  cannot  sue  on  the  contract 
made  in  Ledwls  name  ;  and  (2.)  that  under  a  clause  of  limitation 

(1)  4  H.  &  N.  822.  (5)  4  B.  &  Aid.  437. 

(2)  17  C.  B.  (N.S.)  84.  (6)  1  B.  &  P.  345. 

(3)  13  Moo.  P.  C.  87.  (7)  1  B.  &  P.  346. 

(4)  1  B.  &  P.  316.  (8)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  699. 
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J.  c.        contained  in  the  contract  his  action  is  too  late.    The  Jadge  of  the 

1873        Superior  Court  decided  against  the  Appellant  on  the  second  ob- 

BBoJmwo    j®^*^^^'    Upon  the  appeal  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  three 

^-         Judges  held  that  the  action  was  brought  in  time,  but  that  the  Appel- 

IvsuranoeCo. lant  could  not  sue  in  his  own  name;  one  Judge  (Mr.  Justice 

BadgUg)  alone  upheld  both  objections. 

The  following  general  facts  appeared  on  the  evidence: — ^The 
Aj^Uant,  who  carried  on  business  as  a  baker  at  SU  John\  had 
for  some  time  employed  Mr.  Ledue,  a  commission  merchant,  to 
make  purchases  at  MofUreid  of  flour  and  ship  it  to  St.  John's.  In 
the  usual  course  of  this  agency,  Ledue,  in  November,  1867,  par- 
chased  1063  barrels  of  flour,  shipped  it  on  board  the  Babineau  and 
Oaudry  (a  vessel  owned  by  himself)  for  8t  John\  and  insured  it 
for  $7000  with  th^  Bespondents  in  the  form  and  manner  which 
will  be  hereafter  stated.  The  bill  of  lading  stated  the  flour  to  be 
shipped  by  Ledue,  deliverable  to  the  Appellant  or  his  assigns,  and 
an  invoice  was  sent  by  Ledud  to  the  Appellant,  debiting  the  latter 
with  the  price  paid  for  the  flour,  commission,  the  expenses  of 
cartage,  cooperage,  and  wharfage,  and  the  premium  on  i^e  in- 
surance. Bills  were  drawn  by  Leduo  on  the  Appellant  for  the 
amount  of  this  invoice,  which  were  duly  accepted  and  paid.  The 
Bahineau  and  Oaudry  sailed  from  Montreal  on  the  16th  of  No- 
vember, 1867,  and  left  Qu^)eo  on  her  voyage  down  the  Ghdf  of 
8t,  Lawrence  on  the  20th.  She  was  last  seen,  proceeding  on  her 
voyage,  on  the  22nd,  and  no  more  was  heard  of  her  until  the 
middle  of  May,  1868,  when  the  news  reached  Montreal  that  she 
was  ashore  on  the  island  of  AniieosUj  in  the  Chdf  of  8i.  Lawrence, 
An  agent  of  the  Bespondents  reached  the  island  in  the  middle  of 
June,  and  found  the  schooner  lying  bottom  up.  None  of  the  crew 
appear  to  have  been  saved.  A  hole  had  been  cut  in  the  ship,  out 
of  which  part  of  her  cargo,  including  some  of  the  Appellant's 
flour,  had  been  taken,  and  some  remained  on  board.  The  floor 
saved^  or  so  much  of  it  as  could  be  recovered,  viz.  547  barrels,  was 
taken  to  Gaspe  and  sold  by  the  Respondents'  agent  there  for  the 
gross  price  of  $1796.  An  account  was  made  out  by  the  agent, 
which,  after  debiting  the  flour  with  the  share  of  salvage  expenses 
and  other  charges,  shewed  the  net  proceeds  to  be  $533.  The 
schooner  ^las  recovered  and  repaired. 
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It  was  oontended,  in  support  of  the  first  objection,  by  the  Be-       J.  C. 
spondents'  connsel,  that  the  insurance  was  in  fact  made  by  LedAXc    '  1878 
on  his  own  behalf  to  protect  his  own  interest,  or,  at  all  events,    BsowNnro 
parUy  on  his  own  behalf  and  partly  on  that  of  the  Appelant.  Their   p^^^ 
Lordships,  however,  feel  little  diflSculty  in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  InsobamoiOo. 
upon  the  evidence  in  the  case,  that  the  insurance  was  effected  by       — 
Loduo  as  agent  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  his  prinoipaL    Ledue, 
who  was  called  as  a  witness  by  both  parties,  states  that  the  Ap- 
pellant, from  the  purchase  of  the  flour  up  to  its  loss,  was  '^  le  setU 
propriitaire,  et  le  setU  quiyavait  tnUrStJ*    Again,  when  examined 
by  the  Bespondents,  he  says  in  English,  *^  The  insurance  was  in  my 
name,  though  it  was  really  the  Plaintiff's/'    He,  no  doubt,  also 
says  that  he  made  the  insurance  in  his  own  name  **  in  case  of  some 
accident,  or  that  the  Appellant  should  not  have  met  his  drafts ;" 
but  further  explanation  given  by  him  shews  that  what  he  wanted 
to  have,  and  considered  he  had,  was  a  lien  only  on  the  policy  which 
would  end  when  his  draughts  were  honoured.    All  the  facts  are 
consistent  with  what  seems  to  be  the  effect  of  Leduo's  evidence 
taken  as  a  whole,  viz.  that  the  insurance  was  effected  for  the 
Appellant,  and  that  Ledue  had  a  lien  upon  the  policy.    Having 
paid  for  the  flour  with  his  own  money,  Lediie  might,  in  the  event 
of  the  Appellant's  insolvency,  have  had  the  right,  as  a  quasi 
vendor,  to  stop  in  transitu,  but  it  nowhere  appears  that  he  kept 
any  control  over  the  bills  of  lading,  under  which  the  goods  were 
deliverable  to  the  Appellant  or  his  assigns. 

The  result  of  the  evidence  is  that  the  property  in  the  flour  passed  to 
the  Appellant,  that  it  was  shipped  at  his  risk,  insured  at  his  cost,  and 
that  the  insurance  was  effected  by  Ledm  for  him  as  the  owner  of  it. 

It  was  next  urged  that,  if  this  were  so,  the  Appellant  could  not 
sue  on  the  contract  effected  in  the  name  of  his  agenL  This  objec- 
tion makes  it  necessary  to  consider  the  form  of  the  present  contract, 
and  how  it  was  made.  The  chief  ofSce  of  the  Bespondents  is  at 
TorontOy  and  their  agent  at  Montreal^  in  taking  insurances  there, 
issues  what  are  called  ^*  certificates  of  insurance  "  of  a  provisional 
kind,  signed  by  the  agents  upon  which  policies  under  the  seal  of 
the  company  are  afterwards  issued  at  Torcnto. 

The  certificate  in  this  case,  dated  on  the  15th  of  November,  1867, 
commences  as  follows : — *'  Jod  Ledue,  Esq.,  has  this  day  effected 
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J.  0.  an  insurance  to  the  extent  of  $7000  on  the  under  mentioned 

1878  property  from  Montreal  to  St.  John's,  Newfoundland^  shipped  on 

gjj^JJ^^  board  the  Babineau  and  Oaudry,  &c."     The  property  is  described 

V.  as  "  1063  barrels  flour."    The  certificate  also  states  **  the  insurance 

Fbotinoial 
ImsdbancxCo.  to  be  subject  to  all  the  forms,  conditions,  provisions,  and  excep- 

' *    '  tions  contained  in  the  policy  of  the  company,  copies  of  which  are 

printed  on  the  back  hereof.*'    Bouth,  the  agent  of  the  Bespondents 

at  Montreal,  proved  the  form  of  policy  used  by  the  Bespondents, 

and  it  is  set  out  in  the  record.    This  form  runs  thus : — ^''I,  A.  B,,  as 

well  in  my  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name  and  names  of  all  and 

every  other  person  and  persons  to  whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or 

shall  appertain  in  part  or  in  all/'  do  make  insurance,  &c.    These 

words  are  the  same  as  those  usually  inserted  in  IAoyd!s  and  other 

English  policies. 

It  was  contended  that  the  certificate  was  a  complete  contract, 
and  that  as  it  did  not  contain  these  words,  the  Appellant  could  not 
sue  upon  it.  Some  authorities,  principally  American,  were  cited 
for  this  proposition,  and  Arnould  on  Marine  Insurance  (vol.  i.  p.  223, 
3rd  ed.)  was  also  referred  to.  Mr.  Arwmld  no  doubt  in  this  place 
states  this  to  be  so ;  but  in  another  part  of  his  book  it  is  stated  as 
a  general  rule  that  actions  may  be  brought  either  by  the  broker 
whose  name  appears  in  the  policy,  or  by  the  principal  who 
instructed  him  to  make  it  (vol.  ii.  p.  1013). 

In  England,  policies  are  usually  made  in  the  name  of  the  in- 
surance broker,  and  it  was  long  ago  decided  that  the  broker  need 
not  be  described  as  agent  to  enable  the  principal  to  sue  upon  them 
(see  De  Vignier  v.  Swanaon)  (1).  In  a  recent  case,  in  which  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff,  under  the  circumstances  there  existing, 
could  not  maintain  an  action  on  such  a  policy,  because  the  insur- 
ance could  not  be  shewn  to  have  been  made  on  his  behalf,  the 
right  of  the  person,  who,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  has  been 
throughout  the  real  principal,  to  sue  on  a  policy  made  in  the 
name  of  his  agent  was  not  doubted :  Watson  v.  Swann  (2). 

By  the  law  of  England,  speaking  generally,  an  undisclosed 
principal  may  sue  and  be  sued  upon  mercantile  contracts  made  by 
his  agent  in  his  own  name,  subject  to  any  defences  or  equities 
which  without  notice  may  exist  against  the  agent :  Higgins  v. 

(1)  1  Bo^  *  Pul.  346,  n.  (2)  11  C.  B.  (N.S.)  766. 
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8enMr  (1) ;  Colder  y.  BobeU  (2).    There  seems  no  sufficient  gronnd       J.  a 
for  making  a  distinction  in  the  case  of  marine  policies  of  insurance,       1873 
especially  when,  having  regard  to  the  ordinary  coarse  of  business,    BBoii^niia 
it  must  be  known  they  are  commonly  made  by  agents.    If,  indeed,   -^^^^ll^gaAx, 
any  particular  interest  were  described  in  the  policfjr  to  belong  to  IhbubanobOo; 
the  person  named  in  it,  an  objection  might  arise  founded  on  the 
role  that  written  contracts  cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol 
eridence.    This  objection,  however,  does  not  occur  in  this  case, 
where  the  insurance  is  general  on  the  flour,  and  no  interest  is 
expressly  described. 

But  if  this  were  not  the  law  in  the  case  of  a  policy  which  did 
not  contain  the  usual  clause  ^'as  well  in  his  own  name,  ftc^"  it  is 
not  denied  that  it  would  be  so  in  the  case  of  one  which  does ;  and 
their  Lordships  think  that  in  this  case  the  certificate  ought  to  be 
construed  with  reference  to  the  proved  usage  of  the  Bespondents 
to  treat  such  a  document  as  provisional,  entitling  the  assured  to  a 
policy  in  their  common  form,  which  would  contain  the  above 
clause.  This  common  form  of  the  Bespondents'  policy  clearly 
shews  that  in  their  contemplation  the  person  named  in  the  certifi- 
cate might  be  contracting  as  an  agent  for  another ;  and  therefore^ 
as  against  them,  the  contract  ought  to  be  interpreted  as  if  the 
above  dause  were  contained  in  it  It  may  be  observed  that  the 
condition  against  assignment  contained  in  the  policy  cannot  afiect 
the  right  of  the  Appellant,  on  whose  behalf  the  contract  was 
originally  made. 

The  law  of  the  Province  does  not  appear  to  difler  from  that  of 
Mngland  upon  the  question  under  discussion.  The  Ocde  of  Lower 
Canada  allows  policies  to  be  made  in  the  names  of  agents.  Art. 
2492  commences  as  follows : — *^  The  policy  of  marine  insurance 
contains  the  name  of  the  assured  or  of  his  agent/'  thus  giving  the 
express  sanction  of  the  law  to  well-known  mercantile  usage. 

It  is  right  to  observe  that,  although  it  was  suggested  at  the  Bar 
that  there  might  be  defences  available  against  Ledue,  if  the  action 
had  been  brought  by  him,  none  were  stated  which  could  have  been 
established  against  him. 

For  the  above  reasons  their  Lordships  think  that  the  Judges  of 

(1)  8  M.  ft  W.  884.  (2)  Law  Bep.  6  C.  P.  486. 

YouV.  8  T 
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J«a       the  Gonrt  of  Qneeii's  Bench  were  wrong  in  giving  effect  to  thafint 
1878       objection* 
Bbowhiko        ^^^  second  objection^  that  the  action  was  not  broog^t  in  time, 
^gfg^J^^j^  isfomidednpontliefoUowingdIaiiseindorsed  on  the  certificate: — 
iraoBAsoBCo.  <<  It  is  fdrthermore  hei^y  expressly  provided  that  no  spit  or  action 
— ^       against  the  said  company  for  the  recoyery  of  any  claim  upon, 
under,  or  by  virtne  of  this  policy,  shall  be  sustained  in  any  Coort 
of  Law  or  Chancery,  unless  such  suit  or  action  shall  be  oonunenoed 
within  the  tenn  of  twelye  months  next  after  any  loss  or  damage 
shall  occur ;  and  in  case  any  such  suit  or  acticm  shall  be  com- 
menced against  said  company  after  the  expiration  of  twelve 
months  next  after  such  loss  or  damage  shall  have  occuned,  the 
lapse  of  time  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  as  conclusive  evidence 
against  the  validity  of  the  claim  thereby  so  attempted  to  be 
enforced." 

The  action  was  brought  on  the  3id  of  March,  1869,  which  it  is 
said  was  more  than  twelve  months  after  the  loss.  It  appears  that 
the  Bdbmeau  and  Qaudnf  left  QmAm  on  the  20th  of  November, 

1867,  in  company  with  a  vessel,  the  B.  £•  Qtorge.  The  latter 
anchored  at  Les  Ebovlemenii^  and  whilst  there  the  Bakm&m  and 
Oaudry  passed  that  place  on  her  voyage  down  the  Qu{f  of  SL 
Lancrenee.  This  was  on  the  22nd  of  November,  and  nothing  was 
heard  of  her  at  Motdreal  from  that  day  until  the  middle  of  May, 

1868,  when  news  came  of  her  being  ashore  at  Aniicod%  It  was 
proved  that  on  the  29th  of  November  a  violent  storm  raged  in  the 
Oulf  which  continued  until  the  1st  of  December,  and  a  strong 
probability  is  raised  .by  the  evidence  that  the  schooner  was  cap- 
sized and  driven  on  shoie  during  that  gide.  But,  although  this 
probability  is,  in  their  Lordships*  opinion,  exceedingly  strong,  they 
do  not  find  it  necessary,  in  their  view  of  the  case,  to  detennine 
whether  the  evidence  affords  a  presumption  of  &ct  of  such 
strength  that  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  were 
wrong  in  refusing,  as  they  did,  to  act  upon  it 

For,  in  this  case,  the  insurance  was  not  on  the  ship  but  on 
goods,  and  the  point  of  time  to  be  considered  is  not  when  Ae' 
peril  was  encountered  and  tiie  yessel  driven  ashore^  but  when  the 
loss  on  the  .flour,  for  which  indemnity  is  sought^  accrued.    It  must 
often  be  uncertain  whether  the  damage  done  to  caigo  by  a  peril 
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insiired  lagahist  will  result  in  a  partial  or  total  loss ;  and  the       j.  0.  • 
4ttmired  is  not  boond  in  snch  cases  to  make  his  election  how  to       ists 
treat  it,  as  soon  as  some  incipient  damage  has  occoned.    It  is  bbo^oriio 
obvions  that>  in  many  cases,  there  must  be  some  lapse  of  time,   ^^^^ial 
greater  or  less  according  to  circmnstances^  before  the  extent  of  the  InsxtraxcbOo. 
damage  is  developed,  and  that  the  assored  mnst  in  the  nature  of      — 
things  wait  until  it  can  be  ascertaioed  what  the  ultimate  loss,  for 
which  he  is  entitled  to  daim  indemnity,  will  really  be.    In  the 
present  case  the  disaster  to  the  ship  was  not  known  either  to  the 
^UBured  or  the  Bespondeots  until  May,  1868,  and  when  the  agent 
for  the  Bespondents  reached  the  ship,  he  found  a  hole  had  been 
•cat  in  her  side  by  the  inhabitants  of  the  island,  through  which 
ihej  had  taken  out  some  of  the  flour.    Part  of  the  flour  so  taken 
4mt  he  recovered,  and  some  barrels  he  took  from  the  ship;  the 
,  total  quantity  saved  amounted  to  547  barrels.    The  flour  so  saved 
existed  in  specie,  and  was  sold  as  floor,  realising  the  gross  sum  of 
^796.    It  must  be  taken  as  against  the  Bespondents,  by  whose 
agent  the  sale  was  made,  that  the  flour  saved  could  not  have  been 
taken  on  to  fiiC.  John%  and  that  the  sale  <tf  it  was  necessary. 

It  results  from  these  Uda  tiiat,  a  part  only  of  the  flour  having 
perished,  and  more  than  one  half  having  been  sared,  the  loss  was 
not  in  its  inception  total,  and  only  became  so  when,  by  the  coiuse 
•of  events  consequent  upon  the  peril  encountered,  it  was  found  to 
be  impossible  from  the  state  of  the  flour  to  carry  it  to  its  destina- 
tion, and  that  it  waS  necessary  to  sell  it  The  sale  under  this 
necessity,  at  an  intermediate  port,  caused  a  total  loss  of  the  flour 
to  the  assured — ^whether  actual  or  constructive  is  immaterial  as 
regards  the  present  point ;  for  not  until  that  time  were  the  facts 
constituting  a  total  loss  ascertained,  and  the  right  of  the  assured 
to  claim  indemnity  for  such  a  loss  matured.  The  present  suit  was 
commenced  within  a  year  afterwards,  and  the  condition,  which 
must  receive  a  reasonable  interpretation,  was  therefore  in  their 
Lordships'  opinion  complied  with.  (See  with  reference  to  this 
subject  JBofM)  V.  BcHoador  (1) ;  Farmoorth  v.  JSTyde  (2) ;  Strinffer  v. 
Bngluh  and  SeoUiah  Marine  Inmtranee  Co.  (3) ;  Canada  Code,  Art. 
2521, 2522,  2541,  2644.) 

(1)  8  Bing.  (N.O.)  26e.  (2)  18G.B.(K.a)835;  LawItep.2G.P.20C 

(3)  Law  Bep.  6  Q.  a  599. 

3  T2 
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J.  a  In  the  result  their  LordshipB  are  of  opinion  that  no  yalid  objeo- 

1873  tion  can  be  opposed  to  the  right  of  the  Appellant  to  maintain  the 
Bno^mam  present  action,  to  which*  it  may  be  obseryed,  ihere  is  no  defence 
__     *•         whaieyer  on  the  merits, 

Intoramcb  Co.  It  appears  from  the  English  authorities  above  referred  to,  that 
—  the  sale,  supenrening  upon  the  existmg  state  of  things,  wouM 
cause  an  actual,  and  not  merely  a  constructive,  loss  of  the  flour. 
Whether  this  would  be  so  under  Art  2522  of  the  Canada  Code 
need  not  be  considered,  for  no  objection  was  taken  for  the  want  of 
notice  of  abandonment  Both  parties  at  the  Bar  assumed  there 
had  been  a  total  loss  of  one  kind  or  the  other,  and  no  question 
having  been  made  that  the  flour  was  not  worth  the  sum  insured, 
the  Appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  the  full  amount  of  the  in- 
surance, the  Bespondents  taking  the  salvage^  «.6.  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgi- 
ments  of  the  Courts  in  Lower  Canada  ought  to  be  reversed,  and 
that  judgment  in  the  action  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  Appellant 
for  the  sum  of  $7000,  with  interest  according  to  the  practice  of 
the  Courts  below,  and  that  the  Appellant  ought  to  be  paid  his 
costs  in  the  Courts  below  by  the  Bespondents.  They  must  also 
p&y  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Mr.  J.  T.  Simpson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents:   Messrs.  Biaehoff,  Bompas,  (t 
Bitchoff. 
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THE  CHAUDlilRE  GOLD  MINING  COM-i   ,  ''•  ^' 

PANT  OP  BOSTON |  Appellants  j       j^ 


AND 

GEORGE  DESBARATS,  WILLIAM  E.  DBS- 1  _ 
BARATS,  AND  DAME  L0I3ISE  POTHIER  J  «=««>»»■»«• 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEENS  BENCH  FOR  LOWER 

CANADA  (1). 

Mortmain — A  TYading  CorparaHon  oannci  acquire  or  hold  Lands  in  lauMt 
Canada — Warrantjf — Warramty  imfiied  by  Law  excluded  ^  eo^eee  TFarrofify. 

A  oorporation,  whether  merely  trading  or  not»  and  whether  foreign  or 
domestic,  is  inoapacitated  from  acquiring  as  well  as  from  holding  lands  in 
Lower  Canada  without  the  permisBion  of  the  Crown  heing  first  obtained. 

D,  sold  mining  property  in  Lower  Canada  io  F,  In  the  deed  the  pro- 
perty was  described  as  having  been  assigned  to  2).  by  **  original  grantees  of 
the  Crown/  but  it  appeared  that  patents  from  the  Crown  had  not  then  been 
obtained ;  moreover  by  the  deed  D.  expressly  warranted  and  guaranteed  F» 
against  all  mortgages,  debts,  Ac.  F.  sold  the  property  to  a  mining  company  of 
Boston^  United  States ;  and  from  the  deed  it  might  be  implied  that  patents 
had  been  granted.  The  property  was  subsequently  granted  by  the  Crown  to 
some  one  else,  who  evicted  the  company.  The  company  brought  an  actkm. 
in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  against  B.  as  being  liaUa 
as  arrtkre-garant  (remote  warrantor).  The  action  was  dismissed,  and  on 
appeal  to  the  Privy  Council  the  judgment  was  upheld : — 

Eddf  that,  though  a  warranty  of  eviction  is  implied  in  contracts  of  sale, 
it  must  be  inferred,  from  the  insertion  of  a  limited  conventional  warranty  in 
the  deed  between  2).  and  jP.,  that  it  was  their  intention  to  exclude  the  larger 
legal  warranty.  Thus,  on  an  eviction  by  the  assignee  of  the  Crown,  no 
action  could  be  maintained  by  F,  against  !>.,  and  consequently  none  by  the 
company.  Moreover  the  disability  of  the  company  to  acquire  lands  pr^ 
eluded  them  from  bringing  an  action  on  the  wananty. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Laufer  Ocmada  of  the  10th  of  December,  1870,  affirming 
a  judgment  rendered  upon  a  demurrer  by  the  Superior  Ck)urt  of 
Lower  Ca/nada,  sitting  at  Montrealj  in  May,  1869,  whereby  an 

*  Pfvwfi^:— Sib  Jaices  W.  Coltilb,  Snt  Babnxs  Pbaoook,  8ib  Mohtaoui 
E.  Smitb,  and  Sia  Robkbt  P.  Collibb. 


Jww  11, 12 ; 
Jti^29. 


'  (I)  The  lis.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore^  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  this  report. 
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J.  G.        action,  in  which  the  Appellants  were  Plaintifb  and  the  Bespon* 

187S       dents  Defendants,  was  dismissed  with  costs. 

x^  The  Appellants  were  the  Chaudiisir$  QM  Miming  Gampcmtfiit 

i>^ft^^^^^t  Boston,  in  the  State  of  MassachuBetU,  in  the  VnUed  Stateg  of  iimsrioo^ 

OoMPANT     a  body  politic  and  corporate,  dnly  incorporated  nnder  the  laws  of 

DamABATB,   the  State  of  MctssaehtueUSy  for  the  purpose  of  and  then  actually 

^"^  cairying  on  the  business  of  a  mining  company  there,  and  at  the^ 
township  of  Watford,  in  the  county  of  Dorchester,  and  elsewhere,  in 
the  province  of  QuAee. 

The  Bespondents  were  the  legal  representatiyes  of  Qeorge  Iks- 
harats,  deceased. 

By  a  deed  of  sale  executed  on  the  24th  of  NoTember,  1863,. 
at  the  city  of  Montreal,  by  Oeorge  Ifetbarats  of  the  one  part,  and 
James  Foley  of  the  other  part,  and  duly  registered,  DeAarats,  ia 
consideration  of  $20,000,  bargained  and  sold,  and  bound  and 
obliged  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  warrant,  grant,  guarantee,, 
and  defend  i^ainst  all  mortgages,  debts^  and  doweib  whatsoever 
unto  James  Foley,  accepting  thereof  for  himself,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  twenty-Sve  lots  of  land  in  the  township  of  Watford,. 
Lower  Canada,  described  in  the  deed  as  assigned  to  Besharats  by 
the  respective  original  grantees  firom  the  Crown  of  the  lots,  with 
the  exception  of  one  lot  described  therein  as  assigned  to  him  by 
the  assignee  of  the  original  grantee,  to  hold  the  lots  unto  Foleyj 
his  heirs  and  asaiigns,  in  full  and  absolute  property,  subject  only  to 
the  reservations  and  conditions  that  might  be  mentioned  in  the 
patents  that  might  issue  from  the  Crown. 

Subsequently,  by  a  deed  of  sale  of  the  25th  of  Ijfovember,  1863, 
^cecuted  by  James  Foley  of  the  first  part,  his  wife,  Qaintina  Foley ^ 
of  the  second  part,  and  John  H.  B.  Lang,  president,  authorized  by 
and  acting  for  the  Appellants,  of  the  third  part,  and  duly  regis- 
tered, James  Foley,  in  consideration  of  $200,000,  bargained  and 
sold  the  lots  of  land  to  the  Appellants,  their  successors  and  assigns,, 
for  ever,  subject  nevertheless  to  the  reservations^  limitations,  pro- 
visoes, and  conditions  expressed  in  the  several  original  grants 
thereof  from  the  Crown,  and  to  settlement  duties  on  the  lots ; 
Quintina  Foley  released  her  right  of  dower  therein,  and  James^ 
Foley  entered  into  a  covenant  with  the  Appellants  for  title  to  the^ 
lands,  and  for  quiet  possession  thereof. 
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The  Appelkiits  alleged  in  their dedaiation  that  they  pnrohased       J.a 
the  hmdB  in  good  fidth  as  miniiig  property^  and  ihht  DeAafak  and       187S 
FalUy  rOflpeotiYely  sold  the  same  as  mineral  prop^iy  at  a  price       xm 
beyond  the  Talue  of  the  land  for  ordinaiy  pmrpoees,  and  that  both  Q^^J^tomwr 
IMbmralB  and  Fiahg,  at  the  times  of  the  respective  salesy  knew    Ccmpakv 
that  they  weie  not  prqprietois  theieofy  but  sold  the  same  in  the  Dhbabaur 
expectation  that  DeAaraia  would  secure  the  title  thereto  at  the       "^ 
price  of  land  for  <»dinaiy  pniposesi  and  thereby  prevent  the  evio- 
tioQ  to  which  they  knew  the  yendee  would  otherwise  be  exposed, 
and  being  content  to  take  the  risk  of  so  seouring  the  title. 

On  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  sale  of  the  25th  of  November^ 
1868,  ihe  Appellants  entered  upon  and  took  possession  of  the  lands, 
and  expended  thereon  $30,000  ip  improvements  and  mining  opera- 
tions to  develop  their  resources. 

The  lands  were  Grown  lands  up  to  about  the  5th  of  March,  1867, 
and  neither  DeabaratB  nor  Fohy  ever  got  the  title  or  patents  thereto. 
On  or  about  the  5th  of  March,  1867,  the  lands  were  gxanted  by 
letters  patent  to  Thomas  MaeOrewf,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  free 
and  common  socage,  and  MaeOtemy  took  posBession  thereof  and 
the  Appellants  were  evicted  and  obliged  to  give  up  the  lands  to 
him. 

Jkimrais  died  on  the  12th  of  November,  1864,  haying  by  his 
will  appointed  his  two  son^  the  Bespondents,  Chotye  DeAarata  and 
WiUiam  K  DeAarats,  and  his  two  daughters*  his  umvezsal  legatees. 
His  widow,  the  Bespondent  Dame  Loui$e  Palhier,  and  Qwrge  Dea- 
laraU,  one  of  the  Bespondents,  were  appointed  joint  tutors  of  the 
two  daughters,  who  were  minors. 

These  umversal  l^atees  of  Qeorge  JDeabaro^  deceased,  now  re^ 
presented  him  and  his  sucoessian. 

The  Appellants  prayed  that  the  Bespondents  should  be  declared 
bound  and  liable  to  warranty  indemnify,  and  hold  them  harmless 
from  and  f^ainst  the  damages  of  (250,000,  which  they  alleged 
that  they  had  incurred. 

The  Appellants  did  not  allege  in  theiic  declaration  that  any 
licence  from  the  Crown  had '  ever  been  obtained  by  them  to  hold 
lands  in  Lower  Canada. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  AppeUants  agaijost  the  Bespon- 
dents as  representing  their  aftnere^gaTant^  or  remote  waixantor. 
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J.  0.       tinder  the  32Qd  section  of  tbe  OonBolidated  SiatuUa.  of  Lower 

1873        Canada,  c.  82,  and  Art,  126  of  the  Code  of  Proeedwre  for  Lower 

^^        Canada,  whereby  '^in  case  of  real  warranty  (en  fnaiusre  do  yaraiiiie 

CEAUDikBs  formeUe)  the  purchaser  who  is  disturbed  or  evicted  is  not  bound  to 

OoxpAMT     call  in  first  his  immediate  warrantor,  but  he  may  summon  in  wap- 

PwBABAra.   ntnty  any  more  remote  warrantor  who  may  eventually  be  bound  to 

intervene  in  the  suit," 

The  Bespondents  demurred,  and  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 
on  demurrer  before  the  Superior  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  sitting 
at  Montreal,  in  April  and  May,  1869 ;  and  the  action  was  dismissed 
with  costs.  On  appeal  the  judgment  was  upheld  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  three  of  the  Justices  being  in 
favour  of  the  judgment»  and  th)a  Chief  Justice  and  the  fourth 
Justice  dissenting.  The  ground  for  the  decision  was  that  the 
Appellants^  being  a  corporation,  were  disqualified  by  the  law  of 
Lower  Canada  from  purchasing  lands  in  that  country,  and  were 
accordingly  precluded  from  bringing  an  action  on  the  guaranty  of 
lands  which  they  had  purchased;  and  farther,  that  they  had  shewn 
no  legal  right  of  direct  recourse  against  the  Bespondents,  as  their 
alleged  arrier&foranis,  through  Foley,  their  immediate  vendor,  and 
the  purchaser  from  DeAarate. 
It  was  against  this  decision  that  the  appeal  was  now  brought. 
Chief  Justice  Duval  in  his  judgment  said,  inter  alia,  as  follows : — 

**  Admitting  that  the  company,  as  a  foreign  body  corporate  and 
politic,  were  under  a  legal  disability  to  purchase  lands  in  Lower 
Canada,  it  is  difficult  to  comprehend  by  what  process  of  reasoning 
BeebaraU  gets  to  the  conclusion  that  he  has  a  right  to  keep  the 
company's  $200,000  paid  to  him,  and  for  which  he  has  giyen  them 
nothing.  If  the  laws  of  Canada  prohibit  this  purchase,  then  the 
sale  is  absolutely  null  and  void — the  deed  a  piece  of  waste  paper, 
conferring  no  legal  rights  on  the  purchaser,  except  as  to  the  resti- 
tution of  the  money  paid.  The  law  which  is  supposed  to  declare 
this  disability  creates  no  forfeiture— certainly  not  in  favour  of  one 
who  has  participated  in  its  violation,  and  who  is  therefore  farH- 
eeps  eriminis.  Where,  then,  is  the  title  of  Deebarata  to  retain  the 
money  ?  For  be  it  observed  this  action  is  brought  to  recover  back 
the  money  paid.  But  is  it  true  that  the  laws  of  Canada  prohibit 
the  contract  entered  into  by  the  parties  ?    The  ground  stated  by 
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the  Defendants  is  that  the  company  is  a  mainmarte,  and  the  J.  0« 
French  Edict,  1743,  is  referred  to  as  creating  this  disability.  The  1873 
pretension  that  a  few  specnlatiye  characters,  associated  together  xn  > 
for  the  imrpoees  of  malring  money  by  miiung  opeiatioiis,  axe  to  be  Q^^, 
considered  fferu  de  mainmorte  is  certainly  novel.  No  book  of  Oomfamt 
anthority  giving  the  definition  of  a  mainmorte  can  be  referred  to  Bhbjjutb. 
in  sapport  of  sach  a  pretension.  The  very  words  of  the  dedara* 
tion  of  the  King  of  Frcmce  above  referred  to  exclude  any  such 
idea,  and  the  spirit  of  the  declaration  is  equally  against  it  Sound 
policy  dictated  the  laws  against  gens  de  mainmorte;  the  same 
policy  would  encourage  commercial  enterprises  which  enrich  the 
country  amd  its  inhabitants.  Let  us  inquire  into  the  character  of 
this  company ;  it  vnil  be  found  clearly  defined  in  the  PlaintifiEs* 
declaration,  and  as  the  judgment  maintains  the  demurrer  which 
admits  the  truth  of  the  allegations,  the  statement  in  the  declara* 
tion  must  be  taken  as  true.  President  Tropfon^,  in  the  first  volume 
of  his  able  treatise,  Du  Ocntrat  de  SeciiU^  No.  3314  and  following, 
has  some  very  valuable  remarks  on  this  subject.  I  refer  par- 
ticularly to  Nos.  329  to  333.  To  the  English  authorities,  (Myn, 
Bdly  Bissel,  and  others,  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer.  It  has  been 
argued  that  the  (XvU  Code  of  Lower  Canada  creates  this  disability. 
Article  366  is  referred  to.  This  article  will  be  found  to  contain 
an  exception,  which  is  explained  in  Article  358,  in  these  words : — 
Article  358 :  '  Lee  droits  qu^une  corporation  peui  exercer  sent  outre 
eeum  qvi  lui  eont  epicialement  eonfiree  par  eon  tUre  ou  par  les  lois 
ffenerales  appUcables  a  Teepecey  tons  eeux  qui  lui  sont  neeessairee  pour 
atteindre lebutdesa  deetination:  Ainei eUe peut  aequirir, aliSner  et 
poeMer  dee  Uene^  pUMer^  eoniraeter,  iMiger  el  Miger  les  autres 
envers  eBe*  In  connection  with  this  article  is  the  25th  of  the  same 
code^  in  these  words : — ^Article  25 :  *  UUranger  a  droit  cCaequMr 
ef  de  transmettrSf  a  iUre  gratuit  ou  onSreux^  ainei  que  par  sueeessien 
ou  par  testament,  tous  hienemeMeeouimmoMes  dans  le  Bas-Ccmada, 
de  la  mime  maniere  que  lepeuvent  fairs  les  sty'ets  Briianniques,  nes 
ou  natwraiieie.^  See  farther.  Article  14  of  the  Code  of  CivU  Pro- 
esdwre  of  Lower  Canada,  in  these  words : — '  All  foreign  corpora* 
tions  or  persons  duly  authorized  under  any  foreign  law  to  appear 
in  judicial  proceedings  may  do  so  before  any  Court  in  Lower 
Canada.*    See  also  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada, 
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J.  0.  0.  91.  In  the  third  Yolinne  of  the  Loiwer  OaiMda  Bepofti^  p.  76^ 
1878  will  be  found  the  judgment  of  the  Saperior  Conit  of  the  21ii  of 
TxB  Fefamaiy,  1863,  dismiflBing  the  daims  of  the  Q^iA^o  Seminary 
GwD  l^vmo  ^^i^'^^^^  ^^^  QftAee  Exehofnge  for  an  indemnity  in  fityonr  of  Ae 
OoMPAHT  Seipnior,  founded  on  the  prSUnUon  that  the  QuAes  EoDohtmfB  ms 
Amainmorte.  The  anthorities  in  Bopport  of  the  dedsion  wSI  be 
foviid  IB  the  notee.  The  same  question  was  decided  in  Hie  case  of 
KietzkawM  y.  Grand  Trunk  BaUway  Oompantf  of  Canada  (1).  It 
cannot  escape  remark  that  the  law  which  denies  the  Phiintiffs' 
right  of  action  to  recovei  back  the  pnrchafle-*money  paid^  if  cor* 
reotly  laid  down  by  the  present  jndgment,  would  be  equally  oon- 
dusiye  against  the  company  if  the  action  were  brought  to  get 
possessioB  of  the  land,  so  that  DeAaraia  m%ht  retain  both  the 
land  and  the  purchase-money.  In  the  above  remarks  I  omitted 
to  note  that  a  trading  company,  haying  purchased  mining  pro- 
perty, might  convey  it  away,  by  sale  or  otherwise,  at  its  pleasure. 
Of  this  right,  no  doubt  can  be  entertained,  and  it  disposes  of  the 
objection  raised  on  the  ground  of  inaliinahiliU  attaching  to  red 
property  in  the  hands  of  gens  de  mainnuniA  As  to  the  right  of 
the  company  to  sue  the  arrter&^ratU,  see  1st  Trophnff,  Conirat 
de  Venie,  No.  437,  and  the  authorities  there  referred  to.** 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  in  his  judgment  said,  inter  alia,  as  fol- 
lows :— 

'*  Assuming  the  Appdlsnts  be  the  fordgn  corporation  which 
they  baye  qualified  themselyes  to  be,  established  and  created  in  a 
foreign  country  by  the  law  of  that  country  only,  it  must  be  ob- 
seryed  that,  by  the  Pravineial  Siatnte  of  Lower  Canada,  OJSLL.C. 
c.  91,  ss.  1»  2,  foreign  corporations  are  allowed  the  general  coadij 
right  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  our  provincial  Courts  of  justice; 
but  this  permisdye  right  to  use  those  Courts  does  not  confer  upon 
such  corporations  the  powers,  capadties,  and  privileges  gnmted 
by  our  locd  law  to  our  own  legally  constituted  corporations,  nor 
rdieye  the  fordgn  bodies  from  the  declared  disabilities  of  our  law. 
The  law  of  the  foreign  country,  under  which  the  foreign  corporsr 
tion  is  constituted,  is  a  merely  locd  law,  and  cannot  extend  or  be 
extended  beyond  its  own  territory,  and  hence,  when  such  corpora* 

(1)  4  Lower  Can.  Jar.  86. 
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tkuis  xeaeh  bejdnd  the  country  vhich  establiahes  them,  and  con«       J.  0. 
tract  in  a  country  foreign. to  that  of  its  creation^  ex*  pro.  this  pro-       1S78 
yince,  they  are  at  once  subject  to  our  puUic  law  vhich  regulates       ^^ 
the  exteirt  <rf  their  contiwrtiBg  power,  and  beoama  paramcmiit  oTer  qO^J^^ 
the  foreign  creative  law,  erecting  them  into  bodies  corporate^  and    Cohpaht 
over  thdx  foreign  charter  of  incorporation.  In  these  respects  they, 
like  all  domestic  corporations,  are  upon  a  di£krent  footing  to 
natoral  persons.    Corporations  are  creatures  of  limited  powers^  and 
are  not  and  never  can  be  citizensof  the  country ;  they  are  artificial 
creations,  beings  only  in  contemplation  oi  law,  and  have  no  other 
attnbntes  than  those  which  the  law  confers  upon  them,  or  suffers 
them  to  enjoy  or  exercise^  and  hence,  as  the  law  of  their  establish- 
ing country  has  no  extra-territorial  (^)6ratian^  a  foreign  coloration, 
merely  as  such,  cannot  challenge  as  matter  of  right  the  privilege 
of  dealing  in  a  country  not  under  the  sovereignty  which  created  it 
Its  being  a  trading  corporation  does  not  alter  the  principle  appli- 
cable to  corporations  in  general,  although  the  Crown  ot  the  Pro- 
vincial IL^slature  may  confer  corporate  powers  locally  effectively 
even  upon  forei^  corporations, .  whilst  it  is  competent  for  the 
Provincial  Legislature  to  a£Bx  upon  all  corporations  such  conditions 
upon  their   powers  as  may  be  deemed  expedient  and  politic, 
although  such  conditioufi  are  not  imposed  upon  citizens,  and  from 
these  conditions  foreign  corporations  can  of  right  claim  no  exemp- 
tion.   Instances  <rf  these  prohibitive  conditions  are  shewn  in  the 
paUie  law  forlwlding  banking  business  by  corporations  unless 
l^ally  authorized,  and  such  prohibition  covers  foreign  as  well  as 
domestic  corporations,  and  hence,  therefore,  the  essential  requisite 
of  the  authority  of  the  Crown  or  oi  the  Provincial  Legislature  to 
give  such  bodies  a  legal. existence.    Without  these  requisites,  cor- 
porations have  no  legal  recognition,  no  l^al  status  as  bodies  politic 
in  Coarts  of  justice,  and,  fatal  as  these  objections  are  to  domestic 
corporations,  they  are  doubly  so  to  foreign  ones,  because  ihe  inter- 
dictions of  oqr  public  law  or  public  pdiey  expressed  by  that  law 
are  not  to  be  qualified  by  the  laws  or  charter  grants  of  a  foreign 
coontry,  and  thereforie  become  not  only  positive  disqualifications 
against  foreign  corporations,  but,  moreover,  are  notice  to  the  cor- 
porations theuiselves,  and  likewise  to  those  who  deal  with  them,  as 
well  within  the  province  as  without  it^  when  they  contravene  the 
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J.  C.        public  intefdictions.    In  such  eases  the  oontrayeiition  is  &tal|  and 

1678        that  objection  fully  applies  to  this  action. 

"i^  <<  Besides  this  general  objection  of  public  law,  our  special  local 

G^  Mmwo  ^*^  ^"^  ^'^^^^  imported  into  this  contention,  and  cannot  be  passed 
CoMPAKY  over  unnoticed.  The  paramount  authority  of  our  local  law  over  all 
Desbarato.  corporations,  and  their  erection  in  this  province,  is  unquestionable, 
whether  those  corporations  are  of  dotnestic  or  of  foreign  origin,  as 
well  as  oyer  the  powers  and  capacities  granted  to  them.  As  to  the 
foreign  bodies,  this  law  applies  absolutely,  as  well  in  respect  of  its 
foreign  constituting  law  as  of  the  charter  powers  by  that  law  granted 
to  those  bodies,  because  our  local  Legislature  has  absolute  power 
to  forbid  corporations  to  do  certain  acts  or  to  make  certain  trans- 
actions altogether  or  under  certain  conditions,  and  to  impose  such 
disqualifications  upon  them  as  the  Legislature  may  direct,  and  sub- 
jecting those  bodies  to  be  brought  within  the  disqualifications  of 
the  law.  These  are  legal  transactions  which  need  no  citations  from 
books  to  giye  them  support  Assuming,  then,  the  limited  local 
existence  and  capacity  of  foreign  corporations  in  this  proyince^  it 
seems  plain  that  the  statutory  permission  extended  to  them  to  sue 
and  be  sued  in  our  Courts  of  justice,  with  reference  to  transactions 
in  which  they  are  interested,  does  not  relieye  them  from  the  neces- 
sity of  shewing  their  legal  possession  of  the  rights  and  privileges 
of  our  local  law  to  giye  validity  and  effect  to  those  transactions, 
which  they  use  our  Courts  to  enforce  or  defend ;  and  so  equally,  on 
the  other  hand,  must  they  shew  that  they  suffer  none  of  those 
disabilities  and  disqualifications  which  our  law  imposes  upon  all 
corporations,  under  certain  circumstances.  Now  the  8rd  chapter 
of  our  Civil  Code,  which  was  legislatiyely  adopted  and  proclaimed 
and  promulgated  to  be  our  municipal  law,  and  as  such  dedared  to 
be  in  existence,  declares  the  law  applicable  to  corporations  gene- 
rally in  this  province,  confers  upon  them  express  rights  and  privi- 
leges, and  subjects  them  to  special  and  positiye  disabilities.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  refer  to  the  former,  but  for  the  latter,  the  disabili- 
ties, the  364th  Article  of  the  Code  enacts,  *  Corporations  are  subject 
to  particular  disabilities,  which  either  preyent  or  restrain  them 
from  exercising  certain  rights,  powers,  priyileges,  &c.,  which  natural 
persons  may  enjoy  and  exercise ;  these  disabilities  arise  either  from 
their  corporate  character,  or  they  are  imposed  bylaw.'    The 865th 
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Article  then  declares  the  disabilities  arising  from  the  law,  and       J.  C. 
amongst  them  those  mentioned  in  the  second  subsection  of  the       1878 
article  namely,  *  those  comprised  in  the  general  laws  of  the  countr}'       i^ 
respecting  mortmains  and  bodies  corporate,  prohibiting  them  &om  Q^j^j^f^^ 
acquiring  immoveable  property,  or  property  so  reputed,  without  the    Compaht 
permission  of  the  CSrown,  except  for  certain  purposes  only,  and  to   dbsbabats. 
a  fbced  amount  and  value/    It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe  that 
the  exceptions  of  this  subartide  do  not  apply  in  this  case.    These 
provisions  of  the  Code  are  positive  enactments,  and  are  not  pro- 
mulgated as  new  law,  but  are  given  as  declaratory  of  the  old  law 
of  the  province,  which  expresses  not  alone  the  general  law,  but 
likewise  the  public  policy  of  the  province  in  regard  to  institutions 
of  this  nature ;  and  it  is  common  knowledge  that  no  provincial 
Act  or  Charter  of  Incorporation  by  the  Legislature  of  religious  or 
secular  bodies  has  been  granted  without  the  legislative  permission 
being  provided  therein  for  their  acquisition  and  alienation  of  real 
property.    The  royal  permission  of  the  old  French  law  in  force,  or 
its  equivalent,  the  modem  legislative  charter,  ief,  by  the  Code,  and 
authoritatively,  declared  to  be  the  general  law  of  the  province  for 
corporations  in  general,  and  without  the  royal  or  legislative  per- 
mission aQ  corporations  are. prohibited  from  acquiring  such  real 
property.    Whatever  doubts  might  have  existed  heretofore  as  to 
the  prohibitive  applications  of  the  old  law  with  reference  to  merely 
trading  corporations,  they  have  disappeared  since  the  promulgation 
of  the  Code,  which  has  declared  those  old  law  prohibitions  to  be 
and  to  have  been  our  provincial  law.    The  terms  of  the  Code 
article  are  too  plain  for  a  doubtful  construction,  and  in  their  gene- 
rality embrace  all  corporations,  secular,  lay,  or  trading,  and  subject 
them  all  to  the  same  disqualifications  to  acquire  real  property  with- 
out the  Boyal  or  legislative  permission  fii-st  had  and  obtained. 
I  **  This  general  law  of  the  country,  as  by  the  second  subsection 
above,  respecting  both  mortnxainors  and  bodies  corporate,  is  to  be 
found  originally  in  the  Ordinance  of  Louis  XY.  of  1743,  which  was 
duly  registered  as  municipal  law  in  Canada  at  the  time  and  has 
never  been  abrogated  or  repealed,  and  which  the  Code,  by  its  sta- 
tutory enactment,  now  assimilates  with  and  applies  to  the  law  of 
corporations  and  bodies  politic  in  general,  extending  beyond  the 
religious  and  eleemosynary  institutions  of  the  Ordinance.    The 


286  CASES  IH  THE  PMTY  COUNCIL.  [L  R 

J.  c.       modem  corporation  did  not  exist,  and  was  not  referred  to  by  the 
1878       Ordinance,  but  oar  declaratory  Code  has  extended  the  Ordinanoe 
^^        disqualifications  to  the  modem  body  politio  corporation,  trading  or 
OBAmkn  otherwise,  and  bonnd  it  in  the  politic  prohibittTO  terms  of  the  di 
Company     law.    The  public  policy  of  the  Ordinance  against  publicly  muMou^ 
Dmbabatb.  tioned  and  unpermitted  acquisitions  of  real  property  within  the 
province,  is  the  prevailing  policy  of  our  law,  binding  upon  all  cor- 
porations and  strictly  holding  this  corporation  at  the  date  (rf  the 
execution  of  their  indenture  and  deed  of  amyeyance  to  them  by 
Foleif.    Positive  law  as  well  as  state  policy  prohibited  the  aoqnia- 
tion  by  the  corporation  of  the  lots  of  land  set  out  in  the  indenture, 
and  the  corporation  and  their  vendor  could  not  ex  mero  mata  of 
both  or  of  either  dispense  with  and  set  aside  the  statutcnrydisquali* 
fications  of  our  state  policy  or  pnblic  law.    Pathierf  Trwite  des  Per- 
tonnes,  referring  to  the  French  Edit  of  1749  finr  Uranee,  in  this 
respect  similar  to  that  of  1743  above,  from  which  the  former  was 
in  part  copied,  says  that  the  incapacity  to  acquire  by  eammunantk 
(morte-mainors)  was  absolute,  and  they  could  not  acquire  d  qutdqw 
Hire  jv^  ee  soU^eeU  h  Hire  graJbaU^eoU  a  Ubre  de  cemmeree,  not  even 
in  payment  of  a  debt,  nor  could  notaries  give  tiieir  ministry  to 
pass  such  deeds ;  power  bdng  reserved  to  the  King  alone  to  accord 
permission  to  acquire  immoveables,  &c.,  &c 

**  It  results  from  all  these  circumstances,  that  this  foreign  coipo- 
rati<m  is  not  known  to  the  law  as  a  natural  person,  that  it  cannot 
of  right  ehum  the  exercise  of  tiie  rights  and  privileges  of  natural 
persons,  that  it  cannot  acquire  or  hold  immoveable  property  in 
this  piovinoe  in  its  own  name  without  royal  or  legislative  pe^ 
mission  therefor  first  had  and  obtained,  and  could  suffer  no  legal 
evictions  from  what  it  could  ndther  acquire  nor  hold,  against 
a  positive  prohibitory  law,  according  with  public  policy,  against 
such  acquisition  or  tenure,  and  therefore  could  daim  or  demand 
no  damages  beoause  of  its  own  breach  of  the  law  and  ci  puUic 
policy,  and  of  its  privation  of  illegally  acquired  provincial  real 
property.  Courts  of  justice  may  sustain  a  contract  by  a  foreign 
corporatbn,  but  only  when  tiiey  can  enforce  it  agreeably  to  the 
rules  of  the  law  which  the  Oburts  are  bound  to  adnunister,  and  not 
in  the  peculiar  manner  of  a  foreign  state,  which  is  unknown  to 
and  of  no  force  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  adjudging  Court 
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The  olgection  of  the  demuner  ifl»  therefore,  also  abfiolute  against       x  c. 

this  corporation  under  the  provisions  of  onr  local  law.  1878 

^  The  remaining  objection  to  be  noticed  is,  that  the  corporation       r^g^ 

dbewB  no  legal  right  of  direct  recourse  against  the  Beepondents  as  q^^J^^ 

the  alleged  arrusre-ffotramis  of  the  corporation,  through  jPoZsy,  their    Cohpaxt 

immediate  vendor,  and  pordiaser  fit>m  JSdAoroiiy  whom  the  Bespon*   Dobabatc. 

deots  repreaent.  The  judgment  appealed  from,  after  considering  that 

the  AppellantB  were  a  foreign  corporation,  by  oar  provincial  law 

under  disability  to  acquire  our  provincial  lands  without  sanction  c^ 

the  drown  or  authority  of  the  Legislature,  and  that  the  Appellants 

shew  no  right  or  title  to  the  lands  described  in  the  declaration, 

considering  therefore  that  they  are  not  founded  in  their  actioA  of 

damages  against  the  Bespondents  as  representing  their  alleged 

amhre-parcuUB  the  late  Owrge  DeAarah^  maintained  the  difenm 

oil  fond^  0f(  drtni^  and  declare  valid,  &a,  &a,  dismiss  the  action 

with  costs.    Upon  this  it  must  be  observed,  that  the  ootporation 

claiming  thatthe  damage  alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by  them 

from  the  enhanced  value  of  the  lots  of  land  at  the  time  when  the 

corpotatioii  had  been  evicted  from  them,  and  which  value  they  have 

estimated  at  $250,000  as  already  observed,  does  not  rest  upon  any 

privity  existing  at  any  time  directly  between  the  parties  to  this 

suit,  but  resting  specially  in  this  point  upon  the  article  of  the 

practice  code,  liiey  take  their  direct  recourse  beyond  their  privity 

with  Fcley  their  vendor,  against  the  Bespondents  as  the  arT%er&' 

garanb.    The  article  applies  precisely  and  specifically  en  maiiire 

de  ganmUe  fonndle,  and  in  such  matter  only  arriere-gaTcmiB  may 

be  proceeded  against  directly ;  but  here  there  could  be  no  ^oron^ 

formdISf  no  real  rights  acquired  by  the  corporation,  except  those 

acquired  against  the  prohibitioDs  of  public  policy  and  disabilities 

of  the  law,  whilst  the  tenns  of  both  the  original  and  the  second 

deeds  of  sale  referred  to  in  the  declaration  contain  no  such  war- 

tvoiy.    Without  a  legally  acquired  real  property  there  can  be  no 

fonnal  warranty,  excqpt  by  express  stipulation  to  that  effect,  which 

would  then  be  a  personal  contract  by  the  guarantor  enforceable 

directly  against  him,  but  not  reaching  over  to  his  vendor  without 

alsoa  similar  express  stipulation  in  his  favour  by  the  latter.  Now, 

none  of  all  this  appears  in  the  declaration,  and,  instead,  it  shews  a 

purchase  by  the  corporation,  the  Appellants,  from  Foley  in  defiance 
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J.  C.       of  law  and  public  policy,  and  therefore  entirely  and  absolntely  null 
1878        and  void  in  its  legal  efiSscts  against  the  Bespondents  without  special 
Tea        warranty  by  the  Bespondents. 
G^M^a      **  No  real  right,  no  garantieformdU  is  involved  in  this  canse.  A 
CoHPANT     specnlatiye  loss  of  an  alleged  enhanced  yalne  of  the  property  by 
PuiUBAiB.   them  purchased  from  Fcley  is  claimed  from  the  Bespondents,  and 
it  is  claimed  as  a  personal  loss  to  this  foreign  nnauth(nized  corpo- 
ration ;  but  this  is  not  the  matter  of  the  goaranUe  formdle  of  the 
126th  Article  upon  which  this  action  is  made  to  rest    The  legal 
disability  above  referred  to  is  affixed  upon  this  corporation,  and 
their  demand  cannot  be  enforced  by  the  local  Courts,  without  set- 
ting  aside  the  prohibitions  of  the  law  and  of  public  policy,  which 
these  Courts  are  bound  to  administer  and  sustain.   The  recourseof 
the  Appellants  in  some  way  may  be  against  Fciey^  but  is  not 
against  the  Bespondents,  and  their  appeal  should  therefore  be 
rejected." 

The  following  laws  were  referred  to  in  the  case  :•— 

«  Edict  of  the  King  of  France  in  1743  (1). 
^  Art.  I.  Vouhns,  conformSment  atus  ordonnanees  rendues  et  am 
Teglements  faiis  pour  TiwUrieur  de  notre  rot/awne,  qu'il  ne  fume 
HrefaU  dans  nos  colonies  de  TAmMque^  ancune  fondoHon  ou  noth 
vd  etablissement  de  maisons  ou  eommunauUs  rdigieuses,  Jidpitaux, 
hospiees,  congrSgaUons,  confrairies,  cottiges  ou  autres  corps  el  eommH- 
nauUs  ecclesiasiiques  ou  laiques,  si  ce  n*est  en  vertu  de  notre  permission 
expresse  portee  par  nos  leUres  patenies^  enregishries  en  nos  Conseib 
Superieurs  des  dites  colonies^  en  la  forme  qui  sera  prescriie  ei-^pres'' 
''Art.  X.  Faisons  dSfenses  a  iouies  hs  communauUs  rdigieuses  d 
aulres  gens  de  mainmorte  itdblis  dans  nos  dites  eohnies,  d'aeguSrir 
ou  de  possider  aucun  Hen  immeutle,  maisons,  hdbitaiions  ou  heri- 
tages sUuis  aux  dites  colonies  ou  dans  notre  royaume,  de  quelque 
nature  et  qudlite  qifUs  puissent  etre,  si  ce  n^est  en  vertu  de  notre 
permission  eoepresse,  porUepar  nos  lettres  patentee  enregistriesen  la 
forme  prescrite  ci-apres  dans  nos  dits  ConseHs  Supirieurs^  pour  les 
Hens  situis  aux  colonies,  et  dans  nos  Cours  de  Parlement,  pour  lea 
hiens  situes  dans  notre  royaume  ;  ce  qui  aura  lieu,  h  quelque  fUre  que 
les  dites  communauUs  ou  gens  de  mainmorte  prHendent  faire  T acqui- 
sition des  dits  hiens,  soit  par  vente  volontaire  ou  forcSe,  echange, 

(1)  See  Code  de  la  Martinique  (1807)  toL  i.  p.  474. 
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donation^  eestion  ou  transport ,  mime  en  payement  de  ce  qui  leur       J.  0. 
seroit  dtt,  et  en  ginir<d  pour  qudque  cause  graiuUe  ou  onereuse  que        1873 
ce  puisee  Ure.     Voulone  que  la  prSeente  diepoeition  soU  dbaervSe       thb 
nonobstani  toutes  douses  ou  dispositions  ffinSrdles,  qui  auroieni  et6  q^J^  ^^a 
insiries  dans  Us  lettres  patentee  ci-devant  obtenues  pour  autorisir    Oompant 
TitaUissemeni  des  dites  eommunautSSf  par  lesqueUes  eUes  auroieni  ete  Dbsbarats. 
dedaries  capatles  de  possider  des  hiensfonds  indistinetement'* 

"Art  XXL  Tout  le  eontenu  en  la  presente  Declaration  sera 
dbservS  a  peine  de  nuUitS  de  tous  controls  d  autres  actes  qui  seroient 
/aits  sans  avoir  sitisfait  aux  conditions  et  formalitSs  qui  y  sont  pre- 
serites,  memo  d  peine  cCetre  les  dites  communaulSs  dSchues  de  toutes 
demandesen  restitution  des  sommespar  eUes  conslituSes  sur  des  par- 
iieulierSf  ou  payies  pour  le  prix  des  biens  qvieUes  acquerroient  sans 
nos  lettres  de  permission.  Voulons  en  consSquenee  que  les  hSritiers  ou 
ojfani  eoiuse  de  eeua  d,  qui  les  dUs  biens  appartenoientg  mime  leurs 
enfants  ou  autres  hiritiers  prisomptifs  de  leur  vivant,  soient  admis  a 
y  rentrer^  nonobelant  touts  prescription  et  tous  consentemens  expres 
ou  iaeites  jui  pourroient  leur  etre  opposes/' 

''Edict  of  the  King  of  France  in  1749  (1). 

'^  Art  I.  ....  Voulons  qu^U  ne  puisse  etre  fait  aueun  nouvd  ita^ 
Vissement  de  chapttres^  colleges^  sSminaires,  maisons  ou  eommunautes 
rdiyieuseSy  mime  sous  pr&exle  ^hospiceSy  eongrigaiionSy  canfririeSy 
hopitauxy  ou  autres  corps  et  eommunautes,  soil  eceUaiastiques,  secu- 
Ueres  ou  rSguUeres,  soil  latques  de  qudque  qualiti  qu'dles  soient^  ni 
pareUkmant  aucune  nouvdh  Predion  de  ehapdleSf  ou  autres  litres  de 
linijieesy  dans  touts  TUendue  de  noire  royaumCf  terres  d  pays  de 
noire  d)iissanee,  si  ce  n*est  en  vertu  de  noire  permission  expresse 
poriee  par  nos  lettres  patentee  "  . « .  • 

''Art  IX« ....  VouJons  que  tous  les  aetes  d  duposUionSf  qui  pour* 
roient  avoir  de  fails  en  lewr  faveur,  diredement  ou  indiredement, 
par  lesquds  Us  awroient  acquis  des  biens  de  qudque  nalwre  que 
ce  soil,  a  litre  gratuU  ou  onireux,  soient  declares  nuls  sans  qu'U  soil 
hesdn  SMenir  des  lettres  de  resdeion  contre  lesdits  odes.  ....'* 

''Art  XIY.  Faisons  dSfenses  a  tous  les  gens  de  mainmorte 
d^aequMr,  reeevoirt  ni  possider  a  Tavenir  a/ucuns  fonds  de  lerre, 
maisons,  droits  rids,  rentes  foncieres  non  rachdables,  tnime  des 
retdes  condUuies  sur  des  partieuliers,  si  ce  vied  apres  avoir  oblenu 

(1)  laambert's  Ancitnnes  Lois  FrangaUes,  vol.  zxii.  p.  227. 
Vol.  V.  8  U 
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J.  G.       noB  lettres  pcdentes  pour  parvenir  a  ladUe  aeqtMiiian  et  pour 
1873       ramortissement  desdits  hiens^  .... 


The  «  CivU  Gods  of  Lower  Canada. 

Gold  Minino      "  Art  358.  The  rights  which  a  corporation  may  exercise,  besides 
Company     ^j^qq^  specially  conferred  by  its  title,  or  by  the  general  laws  applie- 


V. 


^^^^™-^  able  to  its  particular  kind,  are  all  those  which  are  necessary  to 
attain  the  object  of  its  creation :  thus  it  may  acquire,  aUenate^and 
possess  property,  sue  and  be  sued,  contract,  incur  obligations,  and 
bind  others  in  its  favour." 

^'Art.  364.  Coiporations  are  subject  to  particular  disabilities, 
which  either  prevent .  or  restrain  them  from  exercising  certain 
rights^  powers,  privileges  and  functions,  which  natural  persons  may 
enjoy  and  exercise ;  these  disabilities  arise  either  from  their  corpo- 
rate character,  or  they  are  imposed  by  law. 

'*  Art.  366.  The  disabilities  arising  from  the  law  are : 

"1.  Those  which  are  imposed  on  each  corporation  by  its  title, 
or  by  any  law  applicable  to  the  class  to  which  such  corporation 
belongs. 

**  2.  Those  comprised  in  the  general  laws  of  the  tsountry  re- 
specting mortmains  and  bodies  corporate,  prohibiting,  them  from 
acquiring  immoveable  property,  or  property  so  reputed,  without 
the  permission  of  the  Grown,  except  for  certain  purposes  only,  and 
to  a  fixed  amount  and  value. 

*'  3.  Those  which  result  from  the  same  general  laws,  imposing 
for  the  alienation  or  hypothecation  of  immoveable  property  held 
in  mortmain,  oi*  belonging  to  corporate  bodies,  particular  formal- 
ities not  required  by  the  common  law." 

''Art.  1506.  The  warranty  to  which  the  seller  is  obliged  in 
fiftvour  of  the  buyer  is  either  legal  or  conventionaL  It  has  two 
objects : 

*\  1.  Eviction  of  the  whole,  or  any  part  of  the  thing. 

'<  2.  The  latent  defects  of  the  thing. 

^  Art.  1507.  Legal  warranty  is  implied  by  law  in  the  contract  of 
sale  without  stipulation.  Nevertheless,  the  parties  may  by  special 
agreement  add  to  the  obligations  of  legal  warranty,  or  diminish 
its  effect,  or  exclude  it  altogether. 

^  Art.  1508.  The  seller  is  obliged  by  law  to  warrant  the  buyer 
against  eviction  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  thing  sold,  by 
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reason  of  the  act  of  the  former,  or  of  any  right  existing  at  the        J.C«. 
tima  of  the  sale,  and  against  incumbrances  not  declared  and  not        1873 
apparent  at  the  time  of  the  sale.  <x^b 

"Art  1509.   Although  it  be  stipulated  that  the  seller  is  not  qol^m^q 
obliged  to  any  warranty,  he  is,  neyerthelees,  obliged  to  a  war-     Coxfant 
ranty  against  his  personal  acts.    Any  agreement  to  the  contrary   Dsbbarltb. 
isnulL 

''  Art  1510.  In  like  manner,  when  there  is  a  stipulation  excluding 
warranty,  the  seller,  in  case  of  eviction,  is  obliged  to  return  the 
price  of  the  thing  sold,  unless  the  buyer  knew  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  the  danger  of  eviction  or  had  bought  at  his  own  risk." 

(hnsoUdcOed  Statutes  of  Canada  (1859),  c  63,  s.  8. 
''Any  company  incorporated  under  this  Act,  may  in  their  cor- 
porate name  purchase,  hold,  and  convey  any  real  or  personal 
estate  or  moYeable  or  immoyeable  property  necessary  to  liable 
the  company  to  carry  on  the  operations  mentioned  in  such  state- 
ment or  declaration;  ^but  no  such  company  shall  mortgage  the 
same,  or  give  any  lien  thereon. 

Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  Mr.  WaOcin  WiUiams,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  F.  W. 
QitbB,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  main  question  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  whether 
the  corporation  could  acquire  lands  in  Ltywer  Canada.  Now  this 
is  not  an  ordinary  corporation,  but  is  a  trading  corporation.  Its 
whole  object  is  to  carry  on  the  business  of  mining,  and  this  oould 
not  be  done  without  holding  real  estate  in  some  way.  Art.  358 
of  the  CwU  Code  says  that  "  the  rights  which  a  corporation  may 
exercise,  besides  those  specially  conferred  by  its  title,  or  by  the 
general  laws  applicable  to  its  particular  kind,  are  all  those  which 
are  necessary  to  attain  the  object  of  its  creation."  Thus  the 
mining  corporation  is  not  affected  by  the  disabilities  declared  by 
sect  2  of  Art  366  of  the  Civa  Code  (1).  Under  the  general  law 
of  Franee  the  company  could  hold  lands ;  the  Edict  of  1743  does 
not  refer  to  a  commercial  company,  but  only  to  religious  corpora- 
tions. Trading  corporations  are  not  gens  de  maiwmorte,  for  their 
lands  can  be  sold  again ;  and  it  is  not  contrary  to  public  policy 
tliat  a  trading  corporation  should  be  in  possession  of  lands  for  a 

« 

(1)  Supra,  p.  290. 
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J.  0.       time  in  order  to  develop  their  resources.     See  Lea  Memewn  da 
1878       Siminaire  v.  La  Bowne  de  QaSm  (1);  Kterzkowtki  y.  Qrami 
Tn        Junction  BaUway  Company  (2).    Moreoyer,  c.  63,  sect.  8,  of  the 
G^M^o  C<>f^idated  8taiuie$  of  Canada  (S)eji^^ 
OoKPAMT     registration  to  become  a  company  and  to  hold  lands.     Even  if 
DnBABATB.   the  company  coald  not  hold  lands,  they  were  not  restricted  from 
acquiring  them.    Howeyer,  we  submit  tiiat  the  right  of  acUon  of 
the  Appellants  does  not  depend  on  their  capacity  to  acquire  lands 
in  Lower  Canada  ;  and  it  was  not  necessary  for  them  to  allege  any 
such  capacity  in  their  declaration.    The  action  is  a  personal  one 
for  damages.    The  Respondents  are  estopped  from  asserting  the 
disability  of  the  Appellants  to  acquire  land&    No  doubt  the  Crown 
had  a  right  to  declare  the  lands  forfeited ;  but  the  contract  of  the 
company  to  purchase  the  lands  was  merely  yoidable,  and  not  yoid. 
With  regard  to  the  warranty,  this  question  was  not  raised  in  the 
pleadings ;  a  legal  warranty  against  eyiction  is  always  implied  in 
a  contract  of  sale  (Art  1508of  Civil  Code{4)  ),  and  this  is  not  ex- 
cluded by  the  insertion  of  the  conyentional  warranty  against 
mortgages,  &c. 

The'^&ct  of  the  corporation  being  a  foreign  one  does  not  affect 
the  question,  as  by  Art  25  of  the  CivU  Code  of  Lower  Canada 
aliens  haye  a  right  to  acquire  and  transmit  moyeable  and  immove- 
able property  in  Lower  Canada;  and  by  Art  14  of  the  Code  of 
CivU  Procedure  of  Lower  Canada^  foreign  corporations  may  appear 
in  judicial  proceedings  in  Lower  Canada.  See  also  Dutch  Wed 
India  Company  y.  Moses  (5);  Newby  y.  Col^s  Patent  Firearm 
Company  (6);  American  Mutual  Life  Inauranae  Company  y. 
Owen  (J). 

The  case  being  decided  upon  demurrer,  it  ought  to  be  assumed, 
until  the  contrary  is  shewn,  that  eyerything  was  done  by  the 
company  to  enable  them  to  hold  lands  in  Lower  Canada :  Sodriy 
for  the  Propagation  of  the  Qospel  y.  Wheeler  (8). 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Westlake  for  the  Bespondents : — 
If  the  Appellants  haye  obtained  the  permission  of  the  Grown  to 

(1)  8  Low.  Can.  Bep.  76.  (6)  1  Str.  612. 

(2)  4  Low.  Can.  Jar.  86.  (6)  Law  Bep.  7  Q.  B.  293. 

(3)  Supra,  p.  291.  (7)  15  Oray'a  Masa.  Bep.  491. 

(4)  Supra,  p.  290.  (8)  2  Galliaon'a  Amexican  Bep.  105. 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  298 

acquire  and  hold  lands,  it  ought  to  be  alleged  in  the  declaration.       J.  a 
No  action  will  lie  against  the  Bespondents ;  there  was  no  war-       1878 
lanty  of  title  by  DeAarais,  and  the  law  supplies  a  warranty       ths 
against  eviction  only  in  cases  where  there  is  no  express  warranty ;  q2J^  m^^"" 
but  the  insertion  of  a  warranty  here  shews  that  it  was  the  inten-    GoMPAinr 
tioQ  of  the  parties  to  exclude  the  implied  warranty :  Chambers  t*  Dwbbaraxb, 
Dcwidson  (1).    (See  CivS  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  Arts.  1506-10.)        — 
The  Appellants  had  no  capacity  to  acquire  lands  in  Lower  Canada. 
After  the  Edict  of  1743,  corporations  could  acquire,  but  not  hold, 
lands ;  after  the  Edict  of  1749  they  were  prohibited  firom  acquiring : 
Po&ier  pt'J.  tit  7.    Moreover,  by  the  CivS  Code,  Art  366  (2),  they 
are  expressly  prohibited  from  acquiring  immoveable  property. 
The  prohibition  was  not  confined  to  religious  corporations,  but 
extended  to  corporations  of  all  kinds.    That  being  so,  the  Appel- 
lants could  not  bring  an  action  on  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  lands. 

Their  Lordships*  judgment  was  now  delivered  by  1873 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  :—  Jtrfy29. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
for  Lou>er  Canada,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  of 
the  Province,  which  dismissed  the  Appellants*  action.  The  action 
was  brought  by  them,  as  vendees  of  mining  property  in  Lower 
Canada,  on  an  alleged  warranty  of  title,  not  against  Foley,  their 
immediate  vendor,  but  against  the  Respondents  as  the  representa- 
tives of  Fdey^a  vendor,  George  Desbarats,  who  was,  as  they  allege 
liable  as  arriere-garant  (remote  warrantor),  by  virtue  of  Article  126 
of  the  Code  of  CivU  Procedure.  The  case  was  decided  upon  a 
demurrer  to  the  declaration,  and  consequently  upon  the  facts  dis- 
closed in  it  The  Appellants  are  there  described  as  '^  The  Chaudiere 
Gold  Mining  Company,  of  Boston,  in  the  State  of  Maseaehusetts,  one 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  a  body  politic  and  corporate,  duly 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  the  said  State  of  Massachusetts,  for 
the  purpose  of  and  now  actually  carrying  on  the  business  of  a 
mining  company  there,  and  at  the  township  of  Watford,  in  the 
county  of  Borcheeter,  and  elsewhere,  in  the  province  of  QuAeor 

The  declaration  sets  out  a  deed  of  sale  of  the  24th  of  Novem- 

(1)  Law  R«p.  1  P.  C.  296.  .     (2)  Supra,  p.  29a 
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J.  0.  •       ber,  1863,  whereby,  for  the  price  of  $20,000,  BeAaraJk  sold  to 
1873        Foley  some  lots  of  land  which  are  stated  to  have  been  assigned  to 
The        him  by  several  persons  described  as  "original  grantees  of  the 
gSd  MmSo  drown ;"  but  the  deed  at  the  same  time  discloses  that  patents  from 
Company     the  Crown  had  not  then  been  obtained.    The  declaration  then  sets 
Dmbabats.   out  a  deed  of  sale  of  the  25th  of  November,  1863,  from  Fotey  to 
the  Appellants,  whereby,  for  the  price  of  $200,000,  Foley  sold  to 
the  Appellants  the  same  lots  of  land,  but  by  a  description  which 
not  only  does  not  state  that  the  patents  had  not  been  issued,  bnt 
from  which  it  might  be  implied  that  they  had  been  granted. 
DesbarM  deed  of  sale  contains  an  express  warranty  of  a  limited 
kind.    Foley's  deed  has  a  warranty  in  different  terms.     It  is  pro- 
posed to  refer  more  particularly  to  these  warranties  hereafter.  The 
declaration  then  alleges  that  the  lands  were  Crown  lands,  which 
had  not  been  granted  to  any  person  at  the  date  of  the  deeds,  and 
that  neither  Desbarats  nor  Foley  had  ever  got  "  the  titles  or  patents 
to  the  lands,"  and  avers  that  the  lots  were  afterwards  granted  by 
Letters  Patent  of  the  Queen  to  McOreevy,  by  whom  the  Appellants 
were  evicted. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  Kespondents,  that,  by  the  law 
of  Lotver  Qinaday  corporations  could  not  acquire  land  or  an  interest 
in  it  without  the  licence  of  the  Crown,  and,  as  a  consequence,  were 
not  competent  to  maintain  an  action  on  a  real  warranty  against  a 
remote  warrantor.  It  was  further  contended  that,  if  this  were  not 
so,  Desbarcds  had  given  an  express  warranty,  which  excluded  the 
implied  general  warranty  against  eviction,  and  that  this  limited 
obligation  gave  no  title  to  Foley,  or  to  the  Appellants  as  his 
vendees,  to  maintain  this  action. 

For  the  Appellants  it  was  answered  that  the  disabling  law  did 
not  apply  to  trading  corporations,  whether  foreign  or  domestic; 
and  further,  that  if  it  did  embrace  them,  such  corporations  were  not 
incapacitated  from  acquiring,  but  only  from  holding  lands,  and 
that  in  either  view  their  action  was  maintainable ;  and  it  was  denied 
on  their  part  that  the  ordinary  legal  warranty  against  eviction 
arising  upon  contracts  of  sale  was  excluded  by  the  terms  of  Des- 
barals'  deed. 

In  the  view  their  Lordships  take  of  this  case,  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  them  to  determine  the  status  and  rights  of  foreign 
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corporations  in  Lower  Canada^  or  to  what  extent,  if  at  all,  they       J.  C. 
differ  from  corporations  established  in  the  colony.    The  law  of  the        ikts 
province  deals  liberally  with  foreigners.    By  the  CivU  Code,  Art  25,        xiib 
aliens  have  the  right  to  acquire  and  transmit  moveable  and  im-  q^^  jJiNwa 
moveable  property  in  the  same  manner  as  British-bom  or  natn-    Gompant 
ralised  subjects;   and  by  the  Code  of  CiyU  Procedure,  Art.  14,  d^babats. 
foreign  corporations  may  appear  in  all  judicial  proceedings  in  the 
colony.    Whatever  may  be  the  effect  of  these  Articles,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  the  Appellants  cannot  be  in  a  higher  or  better 
position  than  a  colonial  corporation  would  be ;  and  their  Lord- 
ships, therefore,  without  further  reference  to  the  above  distinction, 
will  proceed  to  consider  the  principal  question  discussed  by  the 
Judges  in  the  Courts  below,  viz.  the  capacity  of  mining  or  trading 
corporations  to  acquire  lands  in  the  colony. 

By  the  old  law  of  France  and  her  colony,  before  the  Edicts  of 
IfOttfs  XY.,  issued  in  1743  in  the  colony,  and  in  1749  in  Franee^ 
-corporations  might  acquire  lands,  but  could  not  hold  them  without 
licence  from  the  Crown,  if  required  to  give  them  up.  But  thes<9 
Edicts,  which  appear  to  be  substantially  to  the  same  effect, 
incapacitated  corporate  bodies  from  acquiring  as  well  as  holding 
lands. 

This  distinction  is  very  clearly  stated  by  Pothier,  ^*  Traite  des 
Penomes;'  Tit.  7,  Art.  1. 

He  says :  **  Die  avani  TUdit  de  1749,  he  commtMautSs  n'Sioient 
pas  a  la  vMU  ineapoMes  d^acguerir  dee  hirUagee;  maie  ei  eUes 
powfoient  lee  aeqiAMr,  dlee  fCetoient  pae  en  droit  de  lee  retenir 
to^'ours,  EHee  pouvoient  Mre  dbliffSes  de  mUder  leurs  mains  de  ces 
herOages,  soit  par  les  seiffneurs,  de  qui  lee  hMtages  aaquie  par  dies 
relevoieni ;  soit  par  U  Proeureur  du  Boi,  a  mains  qu^eUes  n'eussent 
dbtenu  du  Boi  des  lettres  cFamortissement,  qui  les  rendissent  capMes 
de  possSder  el  retenir  ces  heritages,  en  indemnisant  les  seigneurs^ 

He  then  explains  that  the  right  of  the  King  to  oblige  corpora- 
tions ''  d  vtMer  leurs  mains  de  ces  hMtages "  was  founded  on 
reasons  of  public  policy,  and  that  of  the  seigneurs  on  their  title 
to  receive  profits  upon  mutation  of  the  lands  on  death  and  other- 
wise. Pothier  further  says:  " VEdit  de  1749  a  rendu  les  com- 
mma/uUe  abacivment  ineapakles  d^acquSrir  aucuns  heritages,  comme 
Jcnds  de  terre  ....  Les  chases  quit  eet  difendu  par  cette  hi 
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J.  0.        ^aequMr,  ne  peumni  etrepar  eUes  aequUes  a  qudque  tUreque  ee  soU^ 
1878        soU  a  titre  gratuity  8oU  a  Htre  de  commeroe!*  •  •  .  • 
^^  The  prohibitory  force  which  the  learned  author  asoribes  to  the 

Cto^^ra  Edict  seems  to  be  amply  justified  by  the  terms  of  it 
OoMFANT  It  was  not  denied  by  the  counsel  for  the  Appellants  that  PMier 
DsBBAjuTs.  had  properly  declared  the  effect  of  the  Edict  upon  the  corporations 
with  which  it  dealt;  but  they  contended  that  these  were  religious 
and  eleemosynary  bodies  only,  and  that  modem  trading  corpora- 
tions were  not  within  its  scope.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the 
main  object  of  the  Edicts  was  to  discourage  the  excessive  endow- 
ment of  religious  houses,  but  the  Edict  of  1743  has  words  large 
enough  to  include  secular  bodies  alsa  Art  1»  after  enumerating 
particular  corporations,  has  the  general  description,  **  atUres  coff^ 
ei  eommunautes  eedSsiastiquea  ou  latques."*  And  the  prohibition  to 
acquire  lands  contained  in  Art  10  is  directed  against  **autre$ 
gens  de  mainmorte**  as  well  as  religious  bodies. 

It  was  argued  that  trading  corporations  could  not  be  deemed 
'^gens  de  mainmorief'  because  their  lands  were  not  withdrawn  from 
commerce,  and  were  alienable.  But  the  withdrawal  of  lands  from 
commerce  was  only  one,  and  not  the  main,  reason  of  the  law  ol 
mortmain,  which  was  founded,  as  plainly  appears  from  Pothier,  not 
only  on  considerations  of  public  policy,  but  on  the  loss  to  the  lords 
of  their  seignorial  rights. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot  consider  it  to  be  their  duty,  at 
this  day,  to  coDstrue  the  language  of  the  Edict  as  alone  containing 
the  law  of  Canada  on  the  subject  of  mortmain,  because  a  l^islative 
declaration  of  that  law  is,  in  their  opinion,  contained  in  the  Code, 
which  is  free  from  ambiguity.  Tit  XI.  of  the  First  Book  of  the 
Code,  which  treats  of  '^  Corporations,"  in  terms  includes  every 
kind.  Art.  364  states :  '^  Corporations  are  subject  to  particular  dis*^ 
abilities,  which  either  prevent  or  restrain  them  from  exercising 
certain  rights,  powers,  privileges,  and  functions,  which  natural 
persons  may  enjoy  and  exercise ;  these  disabilities  arise  either  from 
their  corporate  character,  or  they  are  imposed  by  law."  The  dis- 
abilities arising  from  the  law  are  stated  in  Art  366,  as  follows : — 
**  1.  Those  which  are  imposed  on  each  corporation  by  its  title,  or 
by  any  law  applicable  to  the  class  to  which  such  corporation  be- 
longs.  2.  Those  comprised  in  the  general  laws  of  the  country  re* 
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flpectiiig .  mortmaiiiB  and  bodies  corporate,  prohibiting  them  from       J«  0. 
acquiring  immoyeable  property,  or  property  so  repated,  mthout        1878 
the  permiflsion  of  the  Crown,  except  for  certain  purposes  only,  and       Ths 
to  a  fixed  amount  and  yalue.''   The  article  refers,  not  to  the  Edict,  qo^  m1^ 
but  to  the  general  laws  of  the  country  respecting  mortmain,  and    Company 
their  Lordships  think  that  it  declares  the  disabflities  which  attach  Dbbasatb. 
by  the  general  law  of  mortmain  to  all  corporations  without  distino- 
tion. 

It  may  here  be  observed  that  this  view  of  the  Code  is  a£Snned 
by  the  majority  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
the  present  case,  and  is  not  denied  by  the  two  dissenting  Judges. 
Mr.  Justice  Badghy  refers  to  the  Code  in  his  judgment  as  fol- 
lows:— 

^  Whateyer  doubts  might  have  existed  heretofore  as  to  the  pro- 
hibitiye  application  of  the  old  law  with  reference  to  merely  trading 
corporations,  they  haye  disappeared  since  the  promulgation  of  the 
Code^  which  has  declared  those  old  law  prohibitions  to  be  and  to 
haye  been  our  provincial  law.  The  terms  of  the  Code  Article  are 
too  plain  for  a  doubtful  construction,  and  in  their  generality  em- 
brace all  corporations  (secular,  lay,  or  trading)  and  subject  them 
all  to  the  same  disqualifications  to  acquire  real  property,  without 
the  Boyal  or  legislative  permission  first  had  and  obtained." 

These  observations  on  the  declaratory  force  of  the  Code  are 
entitled  to  great  weight  from  the  £em^  that  Mr.  Justice  Badgley 
was  one  of  the  Judges  who,  in  a  case  relied  on  by  the  Appellants, 
Kienkowski  v.  Grand  Junction  BaHtoay  Company  (1),  expressed  an 
opinion  that  trading  corporations  were  not  ^^ffons  de  main  mortem 
In  that  case,  however,  the  railway  company  had  legislative  powers 
to  purchase  lands,  and  the  question  arose  incidentally  in  an  action 
for  seignorial  dues.  Whatever  may  be  the  worth  of  the  opinions 
expressed  in  that  case,  the  higher  authority  of  the  Code  must  now 
prevail. 

Their  Lordships,  for  these  reasons^  think  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  was  right  in  holding  that  the  Appellants  were  incapable, 
without  the  licence  of  the  Crown,  which  it  is  not  averred  they  pos- 
sessed, to  acquire  any  title  to  the  lands  sold  to  them  by  Foley. 

(1)  4  Low.  Can.  Jar.  86. 


298  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  C.    '    But  before  considering  the  effect  of  this  disability  on  their  right  to 

1878        maintain  the  present  action,  it  will  be  conyenient  to  advert  to  the 

"^        nature  and  extent  of  the  warranty  upon  the  sale  by  DetbaraU  to 

€to^  Mraraa  ^^^^  ^^  which  the  Appellants  are  seeking  to  avail  themselves. 

CoMPAHT        By  the  law  of  France  prevailing  in  the  colony  a  warranty  against 

Dmbabatb.    eviction  is  implied  in  contracts  of  sale,  but  it  is  permitted  to  dero- 

gate  from  it  by  contract.    FoOUer  says:  **  Le  droit  cammun  des 

contrais  de  verUe  qui  Mige  U  vendeur  envers  Vacheteur  a  la  garawtie  de 

la  ehose-vendvs^  ne  eancemant  qu^tm  inters particulier  des  achdewrs, 

Ueetpermis  aux  parties  dederoger  a  ee droit  par  eonventione  parti' 

euUkres "  (I).     The  author  then  gives  instances-  of  conventions 

having  this  effect,  one  of  them  being,  '^  CeUe  par  laqueUe  le  vendewr 

stipule  qu'il  ne  sera  garani  que  de  ses  f aits  J* 

The.  Code  of  Lower  Canada^  in  effecti  embodies  this  law.  Art. 
1506  declares  that  the  warranty,  to  which  the  seller  is  obl^d 
in  favour  of  the  buyer,  is  either  legal  or  conventional.  Legal 
warranty  is  defined  in  Art.  1508,  and  inclades  warranty  against 
eviction  by  reason  of  any  right  existing  at  the  time  of  sale. 
Arts.  1507,  1509  and  1510,  declare  the  manner  in  which  this 
warranty  may  be  excluded  or  diminished,  as  follows:  Art.  1507: 
**  Legal  warranty  ifi|^  implied  by  law  in  the  contracts  of  sale  without 
stipulation.  Nevertheless,  parties  may,  by  special  agreement^  add 
to  the  obligations  of  legal  warranty,  or  diminish  its  effect,  or  exdude 
it  altogether."  Art.  1509 :  **  Although  it  be  stipulated  that  the 
seller  is  not  obliged  to  any  warranty,  he  is,  nevertheless,  obliged  to 
a  warranty  against  his  personal  acts.  Any  agreement  to  the  con- 
trary is  null."  Art.  1510:  '^In  like  manner  when  there  is  a 
stipulation  excluding  warranty,  the  seller  in  case  of  eviction  is 
obliged  to  return  the  price  of  the  thing  sold,  unless  the  buyer 
knew  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  danger  of  eviction,  or  had  bought 
at  his  own  risk." 

By  the  deed  of  sale  Desbarats  expressly  bound  himself  and  his 
heirs  to  warrant  and  guarantee  Foley  against  all  mortgages,  debts, 
and  dowers  whatever.  There  is  no  other  express  warranty.  The 
terms  of  transfer  are  limited  to  the  rights  and  interests  DeAarats 
had  or  could  demand  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  sale.  It  is  evi- 
dent that  the  eviction  by  the  Crown  is  not  a  breach  of  the  express 

(1)  Polhier,  Traite  du  Conirai  de  Vente^  Fart  II.  chap.  1,  s.  2,  Art  7. 
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warranty  given  by  DeAarals.    His  liability  for  this  eviction  mnst       J.C. 
therefore  be  founded,  if  it  exists  at  all,  on  legal  warranty.    It  was        1878 
insisted  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents  that  the  legal  warranty        qt^^ 
was  excluded  by  the  conventional  warranty,  upon  the  ordinary  q^  ^raSa 
rale  of  constniction,  eospressumfaeii  eessare  taoUwn,  Cqupaiiy 

It  is  true  that  the  conventional  warranty  of  Desbarats  does  not  DasBABAra. 
contain  the  word  "  ordy,'*  or  other  equivalent  expression ;  but  it 
seems  to  be  a  reasonable,  if  not  a  necessary,  implication  from  the 
insertion  of  a  limited  conventional  warranty,  that  it  was  the  inten* 
tion  of  the  parties  to  exclude  the  larger  legal  one,  and  this  impli* 
cation  is  strengthened  by  the  peculiar  form  of  the  conveyance  and 
by  the  disclosure  in,  the  deed  of  the  fact  that  patents  had  not  then 
been  granted  by  the  Crown — a  disclosure  which  was  not  made  in 
the  conveyance  by  Foley  on  his  sale  to  the  Appellants,  for  a  price 
which  was  an  enormous  increase  on  that  he  had  paid  to  DeAaraU. 

There  appears,  then,  to  their  Lordships  to  be  strong  ground  for 
holding  that  the  legal  warranty  was  excluded  on  Desbarafs  sale ; 
and  that  no  action  could  have  been  maintained  by  Foley  against 
Dettarais  upon  an  eviction  by  the  Crown ;  and  if  this  is  so,  none 
can  be  maintainable  against  him  by  the  Appellants  for  such  eviction, 
even  if  they  had  been  under  no  disability ;  because,  in  suing  De9^ 
harats  as  a  remote  warrantor,  they  can  have  no  greater  remedy 
against  him  than  their  immediate  warrantor,  Foley,  to  whose  rights 
they  are  in  effect  subrogated  by  the  operation  of  Article  126  of 
the  Cbde  of  Civil  Frocedvre. 

It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  rest  the  decision  On  this  ground, 
because,  assuming  the  legal  warranty  not  to  have  been  excluded 
on  the  sale  by  DeAarats  to  Foley,  their  Lordships  think  that  the 
legal  disability  to  purchase  lands  under  which  the  Appellants  are 
placed  prevented  them  from  acquiring  the  right  to  resort  ta  it. 
Such  a  right  can  only  spring  from  a  valid  sale,  and  the  sale  from 
Foley  to  them  being  invalid,  by  reason  of  their  incapacity  to  pur- 
chase, the  consequential  right  to  sue  Deebarate  on  a  legal  warranty 
could  never  arise.  Whatever  may  be  the  case,  as  between  Foley 
and  the  Appellants,  it  is  evident  that  DeAarais,  who  was  not  a 
party  to  that  sale,  is  not  estopped  from  asserting  its  invalidity. 

The  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  ot  opinion 
that,  although  the  Appellants  might  be  under  a  legal  disability  to 
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J.  a       purchaae,  the  action  was  maintainable  against  Dabarab  for  the 

1878        price  as  upon  a  Dulore  of  consideration.    Bat  this  opinion  appears 

^^        to  have  been  given  upon  the  erroneous  assumption  that  DeAaraU 

Cha^m   i^  received  the  price  paid  on  the  sale  by  Foley,  viz.,  $200,000, 

OoMPAKT     from  the  Appellants.    The  right  to  restitution  of  the  price  is  inde- 

Dbbbarats.   pendent  of  warranty,  and  can  be  enforced,  as  it  appears  to  their 

Lordships,  only  between  the  immediate  parties  to  a  sale.    Art 

1510  of  the  Code  declares  this  right : — **  In  like  manner,  when 

there  is  a  stipulation  excluding  warranty,  the  seller  in  the  case  of 

eyiction  is  obliged  to  return  the  price  of  the  thing  sold,  unless  the 

buyer  knew  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  danger  of  eyiction,  or  had 

bought  at  his  own  risk."    By  the  terms  of  this  Article  it  is  only 

when  warranty  is  excluded  that  this  obligation  to  return  the  pur^ 

chase-money  as  between  the  immediate  parties  to  the  sale  arises; 

and  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  within  Art  126  of  the  Code  of  Civil 

Procedure,  which  is  confined  to  the  case  of  warranties. 

Their  Lordships  in  deciding  this  appeal  are  dealing  only  with 
the  action  brought  under  this  Article  against  DeAaraie,  and  not 
with  the  rights  (if  any)  which  the  Appellants  may  have  against 
their  immediate  vendor,  Foley,  either  on  his  express  engagements 
or  for  restitution  of  the  price  paid  to  him. 

One  other  point  remains  to  be  noticed,  viz,  the  contention  on 
the  part  of  the  Appellants  that»  although  it  is  not  averred  in  the 
declaration  that  the  licence  of  the  Crown  had  been  obtained,  the 
grant  ought^  upon  demurrer,  to  be  assumed  until  the  contrary  was 
shewn  by  plea.  Their  Lordships  cannot  agree  in  this  view.  On 
the  face  of  the  declaration  the  Appellants  were  incorporated  by 
the  law  of  a  foreign  state,  and  were,  according  to  what  has  been 
already  decided,  under  a  legal  disability  by  the  general  law  to  ac- 
quire lands  in  Canada.  Assuming  that  this  disability  might  have 
been  removed  by  a  licence  from  the  Crown,  it  appears  to  their 
Lordships  that  it  was  for  the  Appellants  to  shew  it,  since  this 
licence  was  essential  to  confer  on  them  the  legal  capacity  to 
purchase  and  to  maintain  the  action.  The  grant  also,  if  obtained, 
would  be  a  fact  peculiarly  within  their  own  knowledge,  and  ought, 
according  to  a  reasonable  rule  of  pleading,  to  have  been  averred 
by  them.  This  pleading  point,  it  may  be  observed,  is  entirely  be- 
side the  substance  of  the  case;  for  there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  if  a 
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licence  bad  been  really  granted,  tbe  Appellants  would  have  applied       J.  C 
and  been  allowed  to  amend  their  declaration  and  aver  its  existence.       1878 
In  the  result,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to       ths 
affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  to  dimmBS^^^ 
this  appeal  with  costs.  Oompant 


SolidtoiB  for  the  Appellants :  Wilde,  WSde,  Berger,  dk  Moore. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  AtJwkret,  Mortie,  dt  Oo. 
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MESSBS.  ANDERSON,  ANDERSON,  ft  CO.,  |  J.  c* 

OF  BlLLITBB  COUBT,  FeNOHUBCH  StBBET,  IK  [APFELLA2n»;  1873 

THE  CiTT  OF  London )  fa!^ 


▲KD 


THE  OWNERS  OP  THE  SHIP  OR  VESSEL  U 
«8AN  ROMAN" J  Respondents. 


THE  «  SAN  ROMAN.- 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY  OP 

ENGLAND  (1). 

Delay  in  Voyage — Apprthtmum  pf  Capture — Charierpariy, 

An  apprehenflion  of  captnze  foandfid  on  dicnmatsnces  calcukted  to  affect 
the  mind  of  a  master  of  ordinary  courage,  judgment,  and  experience,  will 
juatify  delay  in  the  proeecution  of  a  voyage ;  and  a  ship  ia  not  answerable  in 
a  suit  under  s.  6  of  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act^  1861,  for  damage  to  cargo 
caused  by  such  delay. 

IhIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  interlocatory  decree  or  sentence 
of  tbe  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England  in  a 
cause  lately  pending  in  that  Courts  promoted  and  brought  by 
the  Appellants  against  the  North  Oem^an  vessel  San  Bomanf 

*  Prtieni : — Tbe  Lobd  Justiob  Jaub,  Sib  Babnxb  TtAOOOK,  The  Lobd 
JusncK  MxLLDSHy  and  Sib  Montague  £.  Smith. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the 
preparation  of  this  report 
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J.  a        under  the  6th  section  of  the  AdmiraUy  Cowrt  Act,  1861  (1),  for 

1878        the  recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of  loss  suffered  by  the  Ap- 

AsDKBsoN    peUftz^ts  as  owners  of  a  cargo  of  spars  laden  on  board  the  San 

Tm  The  facts  of  the  case  were  shortly  as  follows : — 

"San 

Bgmah."         On  the  13th  of  February,   1869,  a  charterparty  was  entered 
^^       into  between  Messrs.  Bilbe  A  Oo,^  of  London,  and  the  Bespondents, 

P  *  ^^„     under  which  it  was  agreed  that  the  San  Soman,  a  North  German 

Tcssel  of  1335  tons  register,  then  at  Antwerp,  should,  after  difi- 

charging  an  outward  cargo  at  Japan  for  owners'  benefit,  with  all 
convenient  speed  sail  and  proceed  to  a  safe  loading  place  in  Paget 
Sound  or  Burrow's  Inlet  as  ordered,  in  JSoyoZ  Roods,  off  Victoria, 
in  Va/noowoer^s  Island,  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  might  safely 
get,  and  there  load  as  supplied  by  the  agents  of  the  charterers  a 
full  and  complete  cargo  of  spars*  which  the  charterers  bound  them- 
selves to  supply,  and  being  so  loaded  should  therewith  proceed  as 
the  charterer's  agents  might  order  on  signing  bills  of  lading  to  a 
port  of  discharge  direct,  or  to  Queenstown  or  FalrMndh  for  orders 
for  a  port  of  discharge,  and  there  deliver  the  cargo  on  payment  of 
freight  as  therein  provided.  The  master  to  sign  bills  of  lading  for 
the  cargo  as  required  by  the  charterers  or  their  agents  without 
prejudice  to  the  charterparty. 

The  charterparty  contained  the  following  clause,  namely : — 

**  The  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  restraints  of  princes  and 
rulers,  frost,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  danger  and  accidents  of 
the  seas,  river,  and  navigation,  of  what  nature  and  kind  soever 
during  the  said  voyage,  always  mutually  excepted.'* 

Pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the  charterparty,  the  San  Boman  pro- 
ceeded to  Port  Ludlow,  and  there,  on  the  21st  of  May,  1870, 
Messrs.  Sproat  &  Co.  caused  to  be  shipped  on  board  her  a  cargo  of 
spars  and  other  timber  goods,  and  B.  Martens,  her  then  master, 

'  (1)  The  6tb  section  of  the  Admiralty  negligeDoe,  or  misconduct,  or  breach  of 

Court  Aet^  1861,  gives  the  High  Court  duty  or  of   contract  of  the   owner, 

of  Admiralty  jurisdiction  orer  claims  master,  or  crew  of  such  shif^  nnkss 

by  the  owner,  consignee,  or  assignee  of  such  owner  is  domiciled  in  England  or 

a  bill  of  lading  of  goods  carried  in  any  WaileB,  .thus  allowing  an  action  against 

ship  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wdles^  the  ship  or  proceeding  in  rem. . . 
for  damage  done  to  such  goods  by  the 
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signed  and  deliyered  a  bill  of  lading  for  the  same  in  the  following  J.  C. 

&nn : —  ISTS 

''Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition  by  Sproat  dt  C0.9  as  Axmaacn 

agents,  on  board  the  ship  called  the  San  Baman,  whereof  B.  Mar-  Q.nJ^  q. 

tens  is  master,  now  lying  at  Port  LudlaWy  bonnd  for  Queens-  ^^hx 

iaufn  or  Fainuyuih  for  orders  for  a  port  of  discharge.  Bomak." 

**  Forty-eight   ....       (48)  spars.  Tp 
**  Four  hundred  and  twentynseven 
"Twenty-nine  . 
"Seventy-ooe  .            .            . 
*'Six     .... 


(427)  yards.  ^^: 


(29)  topmasts. 
(71)  masts. 
(6)  bowsprits. 

*^  One  thousand  three  hundred  and  twelve  (1312)  pieces  lumber, 
containing  110,814  feet,  as  per  specification  indorsed  hereon,  and 
are  to  be  delivered  in  like  order  and  condition  at  a  port  within  the 
limits  mentioned  in  charterparty,  as  may  be  ordered  at  Queens- 
iouni'  or  Foimouih  (the  dangers  of  the  seas  only  excepted),  imto 
Messrs.  Anderson^  Anderson^  &  Co.,  or  their  assigns,  he  or  they  pay- 
ing freight  for  the  said  cargo,  as  per  charterparty,  with  average 
accustomed,  as  per  charterparty. 

"In  witness  whereof  the  master  of  the  said  vessel  hath  affirmed 
to  the  three  bills  of  lading,  all  of  this  tenor  and  date,  one  of  which 
being  accomplished,  the  others  to  stand  void. 

"  Dated  at  Port  Ludlow,  the  21st  day  of  May,  1870. 

"S.  Martensr 

Messrs.  Sproat  A  Co.,  in  shipping  such  cargo,  acted  as  agents 
both  for  the  said  firm  of  Thomas  BUhe  &  Co.  and  the  Appellants, 
and  it  was  admitted  by  the  Appellants  that  the  members  of  the 
firm  of  Thomas  BUjb^  db  Co.  and  the  Appellants'  firm  were  nearly 
identical. 

The  bill  of  lading  was  subsequently  deUvered  by  the  said 
Messrs.  Sproat  &  Co.  to  the  Appellants. 

The  .Appellants  by  their  petition  alleged  that  ih^SanBoman 
sailed  firom  Port  Ludlow  with  the  said  cargo  on  board,  but  that 
her  master,  in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  said  bill  of  lading, 
without  any  justifiable  cause,  deviated  from  the  agreed  voyage  by 
patting  into  Valparaiso,  and  by  for  a  long  time  remaining  there, 
thoBgh  not  prevented  by  the  said  excepted  dangers  frona  prose- 
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cuting  the  said  voyage  to  the  Fort  of  Queenshwn  or  Falnum&y 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  bill  of  lading,  and  claimed 
damages  for  being  deprived  for  a  long  time  of  the  cargo  and  for 
consequent  depreciation  thereof. 

The  defence  of  the  Respondents  was  shortly  as  follows : — 

On  the  24th  of  May,  1870,  the  San  Soman  sailed  with  the  cargo 
from  Port  Lvdhwy  and  after  putting  into  MassaJUan^  in  Mexico,  on 
the  22nd  of  June  to  land  her  master,  JS.  Martens,  who  was 
dangerously  ill,  proceeded  on  her  voyage  under  the  command  of 
E.  Hackiy  who  succeeded  to  Martens^  until  the  8th  of  August, 
when  it  was  discovered  that  serious  injuries  had  been  sustained  by 
her  rudder  and  rudder  head,  necessitating  her  going  into  a  port  of 
refuge  for  repairs,  and  she  accordingly  steered  for  Vaiparaiso  as 
the  nearest  safe  port^  where  she  arrived  on  the  26th  of  August, 
1870. 

Proper  surveys  were  immediately  held,  and  the  necessary  repairs 
were  proceeded  with  and  completed  on  or  about  the  23rd  of 
September ;  but,  in  consequence  of  the  war  which  had  broken 
out  between  North  Germany  and  the  Empire  of  France  since  the 
sailing  of  the  8a/n  Soman  from  Port  Ludlow,  and  of  the  presence 
of  French  armed  cruisers  in  and  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  port 
of  Valparaieo,  the  San  Soman  was  unable  to  leave  Valparaieo  for 
fear  of  capture  until  about  the  15th  of  December,  whereupon  all 
necessary  preparations  for  sailing  were  made  without  unreasonable 
delay,  and  on  the  23rd  of  the  said  month  of  December  the  San 
Soman  sailed  from  Valparaiao  and  proceeded  on  and  completed 
her  voyage,  and  delivered  her  cargo  to  the  Appellants. 

The  Bespondeuts  relied  upon  the  exceptions  contained  in  the 
charterparty  and  bill  of  lading  and  upon  the  general  law,  as 
justifying  the  master  in  putting  into  Vcdparaieo  and  in  remaining 
there  to  avoid  capture.  They  also  relied  upon  the  express  pro- 
visions of  the  North  G^man  law  contained  in  the  commercial 
code  being  applicable  to  the  case,  and  called  a  North  German 
advocate,  to  prove  that  by  the  North  German  law  the  master  of 
the  San  Soman  was  justified  in  remaining  at  Valparaiao  so  long 
as  the  risk  of  capture  at  sea  continued. 

The  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below  held  that  the  master  of 
the  iS^on  Soman  was  justified  on  the  fiM^ts  proved  in  putting  into 
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and  delaying  at  YolfaroMO^  and   he  dismissed   the  suit  with 
costs. 
From  this  order  the  appeal  was  brought 

Mr.  C  P.  BmAI^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cdheny  for  the  Appellants : — 

'  The  delay  at  Yalj^rai^  was  not  justified  by  the  circumstances. 
There  was  no  serious  risk  of  capture  during  the  time  which  they 
spent  at  Yoilparaixo.  There  was  no  actual  restraint.  It  was  not 
proved  that  the  French  ships  were  cruising  ofif  YaVparaiiOy  and  if 
^cape  was  more  probable  than  capture  the  ship  ought  not  to  have 
remained  in  port. 

.  The  evidence  shews  that  the  master  was  not  prevented  from 
proceeding  on  his  voyage  by  any  of  the  excepted  perils.  English, 
and  not  German  law  ought  to  govern  the  contract  for  the  carriage 
of  the  cargo,  and  the  application  of  English  law  would  be  sane* 
tioned  by  the  German  law  itself ;  but  there  is  no  substantial  dif- 
ference between  the  English  and  the  German  law  on  this  subject. 

Hr.  MHward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  darkson^  for  the  Bespondents,  Avere 
not  called  upon. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

The  only  question  which  their  Lordships  have  to  determine  in 
this  case  is,  whether  a  German  vessel  called  the  San  Raman  was 
justified  in  staying  at  Ycdparaiso  from  the  23rd  of  September, 
1870,  up  to  the  23rd  of  December  in  the  same  year,  on  account  of 
the  allied  risk  of  capture  in  consequence  of  the  war  which  then 
existed  between  France  and  Oermantfy  this  being  a  claim  of  the 
English  charterers  to  recover  compensation  on  account  of  what 
they  allege  to  be  an  unreasonable  delay.  The  learned  Judge  in 
the  Court  below  has  laid  down  that  *^  an  apprehension  of  capture 
founded  on  circumstances  calculated  to  affect  the  mind  of  a  master 
of  ordinary  courage,  judgment,  and  experience,  would  justify  delay," 
and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  that  is  a  correct  statement 
of  the  law  of  England.  It  has  been  admitted  in  the  argument  of 
the  Appellants  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  this 
case  ought  to  be  decided  according  to  the  law  of  England  or  ac- 
You  V.  3  X 
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cording  to  the  law  of  Oermany,  because  there  is  no  practical  dis* 
tinction  on  the  subject  in  the  law  of  the  two  countries. 

Therefore  the  question  their  Lordships  have  to  determine  is 
entirely  a  question  of  fact,  namely,  whether  the  German  master 
had  during  that  time  such  an  apprehension  of  capture  founded  on 
circumstances  calculated  to  affect  his  mind — ^he  being  a  man  of 
ordinary  courage,  judgment,  and  experience — as  would  justify 
delay ;  and  their  Lordships  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  in  the 
Court  below  that  therie  was  a  sufiScient  risk  of  capture  to  justify 
this  delay. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  the  master  has  refused  to  perform  the 
contract  at  all.  No  doubt,  if  the  voyage  had  been  abandoned, 
then  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  shew  that  he  had  been 
actually  prevented  from  performing  it ;  but  this  is  merely  a  ques- 
tion whether  there  was  a  reasonable  cause  for  delay. 

The  evidence  on  the  subject  really  is,  that  it  was  reported  at 
Valparaiso,  and  generally  known,  that  French  vessels  of  war  were 
continually,  during  the  months,  at  any  rate,  of  September  and 
October,  and  for  a  part  of  November,  sailing  in  and  out  of  the 
harbour  of  Valparaiso,  Valparaiso  being  the  great  harbour  on  that 
coast;  and  if  French  vessels  intended  to  capture  German  vessels, 
they  were  more  likely  to  find  prizes  coming  out  of  Valparaiso  than 
from  any  other  harbour  on  the  coast.  There  is  one  particular  ship 
that  seems  to  have  come  in  and  gone  out,  and  in  ten  days  more  to 
have  come  in  again.  It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  German 
captain  in  Valparaiso  could  come  to  no  other  reasonable  conclusion 
than  that  the  principal  object  of  these  French  war  vessels,  of  which 
at  one  time  there  were  as  many  as  five  in  Valparaiso,  must  have 
been  to  capture  German  vessels. 

Besides  that,  it  appears  that  the  newspapers  at  Valparaiso  pub- 
lished reports,  correct  or  incorrect,  of  captures  that  had  actually 
taken  place ;  and,  in  addition  to  that,  it  appears  that  the  master 
went  and  consulted  the  consul  of  his  own  nation,*and  the  consul 
advised  him,  in  the  strongest  language — in  fact,  almost  ordered 
him — not  to  go,  and  told  him  that,  if  he  would  go,  he  must  give 
him  a  certificate  that  he  had  received  due  warning  against  leaving 
Valpao'aiso.  There  were  other  German  ships  in  that  harbour,  some 
loaded  and  some  unloaded,  and  the  captains  of  all  of  them  came 
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to  the  oonclusion  that  it  would  be  improper  and  unsafe  to  leaye 
Yaiforaito  at  that  time. 

It  also  appears  that  the  master  was  &r  from  being  a  person  who 
waited  to  the  last  to  leave  when  the  French  vessels  had  tar  a  time 
departed,  but  that  he  was  among  the  first  who  went  to  the  consul 
and  required  his  papers  for  the  purpose  of  leaving.  Therefore  there 
is  nothing  to  shew  that  he  was  at  all  neglecting  or  wishing  to 
violate  his  duty  towards  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  Their  Lord- 
ships agree  with  what  was  said  before  in  the  judgment  in  the  case 
of  The  Teutojiia  (1) — that  the  owner  of  an  English  cargo  on  board 
a  foreign  ship  cannot  expect  that  the  foreign  master  of  the  foreign 
ship  will  take  greater  precautions  with  respect  to  his  goods,  or  will 
run  greater  risk  in  their  defence,  than  he  would  with  respect  to 
goods  of  his  own  nation.  If  their  Lordships  were  to  look  upon 
this  case  as  a  case  in  which  the  cargo  was  German  as  well  as  the 
ship,  or  a  case  in  which  both  ship  and  cargo  belonged  to  the  same 
person,  and  then  were  to  ask  the  question,  Would  a  man  of  reason- 
able prudence,  under  such  circumstances,  have  set  sail  or  waited  ? 
it  appears  to  their  Lordships  most  clearly  that  a  man  of  reasonable 
prudence  would  have  waited. 

Then,  when  it  is  remembered  that  the  owner  of  the  cargo  is  an 
Englishman,  it  must  be  a  matter  of  mere  guess  whether  the  cargo 
would  have  arrived  in  England  sooner  than  it  did  if  it  had  started 
before,  because,  in  the  first  place,  there  would  be  great  risk  of 
capture ;  and  secondly,  whether  the  vessel  were  captured  or  not, 
the  German  ship,  during  the  whole  of  that  voyage  from  Valparaiso 
to  Oorh  or  Falmatdhf  and  then  from  Cork  or  FalmoiUh  to  its  port 
of  discharge,  would  have  been  justified  in  taking  reasonable  pre- 
cautions to  avoid  French  vessels.  Then,  if  the  ship  were  captured, 
nobody  could  tell  how  long  it  would  have  been  kept  before  it  was 
sent  to  France  for  the  purpose  of  being  condemned,  or  how  long  it 
would  have  taken  before  the  cargo  arrived.  Therefore  it  is  by  no 
means  certain  that  if  the  naaster  had  gone  to  sea  before  he  did  the 
cargo  would  have  arrived  any  sooner. 

Then,  with  regard  to  the  last  part  of  the  delay — that  after  the 
13th  of  November — ^nobody  could  tell  for  a  time  whether  the  last 
French  vessel  would  come  back,  or  whether  it  was  cruising  about. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  171. 
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X  C.  The  delay  between  the  11th  and  the  23rd  of  December  is  too  short 

s^v^  a  delay  to  be  a  matter  of  any  importance,  yet  that  appears  to  be 

AmwiwoN  accounted  for  by  his  being  engaged  in  procuring  money  to  pay  his 

CwHims  OF  expenses. 

'•  San  On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below  is  perfectly  right,  and  they  will  humbly  advise 


BOMAS." 


'^       Her  Majesty  that  this  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs. 


••San 

BOMAN." 


March  21. 


Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  &  Hollama. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Ingledew,  Inee,  dt  Oreening. 


J.  c .•      ALEXANDER  M.  SMITH,  Merchant  ;  JOHN  ^ 
1873  SMITH,  Merchant  ;  and  GEORGE  HENRY  [ 

WYATT,  Merchant;  all  of  the  City  op  f  -^^p^'s^-^'^^™ 5 
Toronto,  in  Upper  Canada J 

AND  ' 

THE  ST.  LAWRENCE  TOW-BOAT  COMPANY,  Respondents. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  LOWER 

CANADA  (1). 

Tug — Ve99el  in  Taw — Contribittory  Negligence, 

A  vessel  in  tow  during  a  thick  fog,  knowing  that  it  was  dangerous  to 
proceed,  did  not  order  the  tug  to  stop,  and  the  vessel  in  consequence  ran 
aground : — 

Edd,  in  an  action  by  the  owners  of  the  tow  against  the  owners  of  the  tug 
for  damages,  that  the  vessel  in  tow  contributed  to  the  accident. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  the  province  of  Qud>ee,  Lower  Canada^  confirmiDg  a 
judgment  of  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Coart  for  Lotoer  CatMcla, 
district  of  Quebec,  by  which  the  Appellants'  action  for  damages 
against  the  Bespondents  for  the  loss  of  the  Stiver  Cloud  was  dis- 

*  Pne«en^>— Sib  Jambs  W.  Golvile,  Sm  Babnbs  Peacock,  Sib  Moktague 
K  Smith,  and  Sib  Bobebt  P.  Golueb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  pre- 
paration of  this  report 
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missed,  aiid  the  Appellants  were  condemned  to  pay  the  costs  of      J.  0. 
the  appeal  1873 

The  Appellants  were  merchants  residing  at  Toronto,  in  the      siH^a 
province  of  Ontario,  Canada,  and  were,  at  the  time  of  the  occur-  g^  lawreh 
rence  which  gave  rise  to  this  action,  the  owners  of  a  vessel  called    Tow-Boat 
the  Stiver  Cloud.    The  Bespondents  were  the  owners  of  certain       — 
tow-boats  on  the  St.  Latvrence,  and,  amongst  others,  of  a  tow-boat 
called  the  Hero. 

In  the  year  1865  the  Appellants  commenced  an  action  against 
the  Bespondents,  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  the  Silver 
Cloud,  which  ran  aground  in  a  fog  while  being  towed  by  the  Hero. 

The  declaration,  filed  the  23rd  of  January,  1865,  in  effect 
alleged  that  the  Appellants  were  the  owners  of  the  SHver  Cloud, 
and  that  the  Respondents  agreed  for  $100  to  tow  her  safely  from 
M>nireal  to  QuAee;  that,  relying  on  the  Bespondents'  promise, 
the  Appellants  placed  her  in  tow  of  one  of  the  Bespondents'  tug- 
boats, which  took  her  in  tow;  that  whilst  on  the  voyage  the 
weather  became  foggy  and  navigation  was  thereby  rendered 
dangerous ;  that  the  Bespondents  and  their  servants  ought  then 
to  have  brought  the  tug  and  vessel  to  anchor,  which  they  could 
have  done ;  that  they,  however,  continued  to  prosecute  the  said 
voyage  against  the  will  of  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  Appellants' 
vessel,  and  so  carelessly  navigated  and  directed  the  course  of  the 
tug  that  the  vessel  was  run  aground  and  greatly  injured ;  that  the 
vessel  was  so  run  aground  solely  through  the  negligence  of  the 
Bespondents'  servants ;  and  that  the  loss  sustained  by  the  Appel- 
lants was  $17,333*01,  which  they  claimed  to  recover. 

The  declaration  contained  a  second  count,  which  varied  only  in 
alleging  the  payment  to  the  Bespondents  for  towing  the  Silver 
Cloud  to  have  been  a  reasonable  amount 

The  BeqK>ndents,  on  the  3rd  of  April,  1865,  pleaded  the  general 
issue  and  a  perpetual  peremptory  exception,  wliich  alleged,  first, 
That  the  Silver  Cloud  was  under  the  control  of  her  own  master, 
crew,  and  pilot,  who  gave  directions  to  the  Hero,  and  that  the 
negligence  (if  any)  was  theurs ;  and  further,  that  after  the  SHver 
Cloud  was  aground  her  master  and  crew  deiserted  her,  but  for 
which  she  would  have  been  saved.  Secondly,^  that  the  Silver 
Cloud  ran  on  shore  from  inevitable  accident* 
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j.o.  The  Appellantey  on  the  10th  of  April,  1865,  joined  issue  on  the 

1878        Bespondents'  exception. 

^^         The  parties  proceeded  to  take  evidence,  and  a  large  nnmber  of 
Bt  Lavbsn    witoesses  were  examined,  much  of  the  evidence  being  contia- 
Tow-BoAT    dictory. 

'        The  evidence  having  been  completed,  the  case  came  on  for 

hearing  in  the  Superior  Court  before  Merediih,  C« J.,  on  the  6th 
of  June,  1868 ;  and  on  the  15th  of  Februrary,  1869,  the  Court 
gave  judgment  for  the  Defendants,  the  now  Bespondents.  The 
view  which  the  learned  Judge  took  of  the  effect  of  the  evidence 
will  appear  from  the  following  passages,  which  are  extracted  from 
his  judgment : — 

"  This  action  had  its  origin  in  the  loss  of  a  vessel  called  the 
Silver  Oloud.  On  the  12th  of  November,  1864,  that  vessel^  in 
company  with  a  number  of  others,  left  Montreal  for  Quebee. 

**  The  vessel  in  question  and  the  Margaret  Smith  were  in  tow  of 
the  steamer  Bero,  the  Silver  Oloud  being  in  charge  of  Augwiim 
Naud,  as  pilot,  and  the  Margaret  Smith  in  charge  of  the  pilot  Fdix 
Hamelin.  Two  other  vessels,  the  AUe  Seaman  and  Boseneathj  each 
having  a  branch  pilot  on  board,  were  in  tow  of  the  James  MeEeneie ; 
and  the  Chaiham,  having  also  a  branch  pilot  on  board,  was  in  tow 
of  the  Aretie. 

**  On  the  18th  of  November  all  these  vessels  left  Balieean  about 
the  same  time,  the  AretiOf  with  the  Chaiham  in  tow,  leading  the 
way ;  then  followed  the  James  MoKenwie^  towing  the  Able  Seaman 
and  the  Bceeneaih ;  and,  after  them,  the  J5bro,  with  her  tows,  the 
Silver  Oloud  (the  vessel  lost)  being  next  to  the  JETero,  and  the 
Mwrgaret  Smith  (the  other  vessel  in  tow  of  the  Hero)  being  the 
last  of  all. 

'*  Towards  evening  the  weather  became  foggy,  and,  in  conse- 
quence of  this,  all  the  vessels  appear  to  have  gone  at  half  speed 
for  some  time.  About  fije  o'clock,  as  the  vessels  approached  Cap 
Bouge,  the  noist  became  so  thick  that  the  pilots  of  the  vessels  in 
tow  of  the  Aretie  and  Jamee  McEenzie  deemed  it  unsafe  to  proceed 
further.  The  Aretie  and  her  tow,  the  Chatham,  being  the  leading 
vessels,  were  the  first  to  come  to  anchor.  The  James  MeKensie 
and  her  tows,  which  were  astern  of  the  Aretio  followed  her 
example,  but  the  Hero  and  her  tows  unfortunately  passed  os^  and 
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all  three  were  aground  in  about  ten  minutes  after  they  passed  the       X  0. 
vessels  at  anchor.    The  Rero  and  the  Mairgwd  Smith  got  off  with-       isTS 
oat  any  serious]  injury,  but  the  /Silver  Cfhud  struck  a  rock,  jQUed      ^^^j^ 
with  water,  rolled  over,  and  became  a  total  wreck.  g^  Lawrenob 

"  That  the  persons  in  charge  of  the  three  vessels  which  so  struck    Tow-Boat 

were  guilty  of  gross  imprudence  is  only  too  certain.    The  fog  at       

the  time  was  so  dense  that  the  land  could  not  be  seen  on  either 
side.  So  completely  had  they  lost  their  way  that  they  turned  in 
the  river  without  knowing  it,  and,  when  aground,  found  them- 
selves on  the  south  side  of  the  river,  instead  of  being,  as  they 
thought^  on  the  norih  side. 

^  The  main  question,  then,  that  we  have  to  determine  is,  who,  in 
the  present  case,  ought  to  be  held  responsible  for  the  loss  resulting 
from  the  gross  imprudence  to  which  I  have  just  adverted. 

''  The  case  of  the  Plaintiff  is  that  the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud 
wished  to  bring  his  vessel  to  anchor,  and  directed  the  people  of 
the  Haro  to  stop  for  that  purpose.  The  defence  is,  that  the  Hero 
was  bound  to  obey  the  branch  pilots  on  board  the  vessels  she  was 
towing ;  that  the  pilot  of  the  Margaret  Smith,  the  larger  vessel, 
refused  to  stop ;  that  the  pilot  of  the  other  vessel,  the  Silver 
Cloud,  did  not  order  the  Hero  to  stop  or  cast  anchor ;  that,  in  fact, 
the  only  order  given  to  the  Hero  was  an  order,  some  time  before 
the  accident,  to  slacken  speed,  and  thAt  that  order  was  promptly 
obeyed  .  .  . 

^'The  opinion  which  I  have  formed  is  that  the  pilot  of  the 
Margaret  Smitih  (the  larger^  of  the  two  vessels  in  tow  of  the  Hero) 
was,  as  indeed  he  himself  admits,  determined  to  go  on,  and  I  think 
that  the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud,  although  reluctantly,  did  allow 
his  own  better  judgment  to  be  overborne  by  the  wishes  of  the 
pilot  of  the  Margaret  Smith  .... 

*'  I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  no  order  from  the  Silver  Cloud 
was  heard  on  board  the  Hero,  excepting  the  order  to  slacken  her 
speed,  which  order  at  the  time  was  obeyed,  although  soon  after- 
wards the  Hero  was  put  at  full  speed,  in  consequence,  I  believe,  of 
the  weather  having  for  the  moment  cleared  •  .  .  (1).  ' 

''After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  evidence  I  am  satisfied 
that  if  the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud,  contrary  to  the  opinion  of 

(1)  The  learned  Judge  here  went  into  a  detailed  examination  of  the  evidence. 


312  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.R. 

J.  c.        Hameliny  the  other  pilot,  had  determined  to  come  to  an  anchor, 

1873       he  could  easily  have  given  orders  to  that  effect,  so  as  to  have  been 

si^mi      heard  by  the  people  of  the  Hero ;  and  in  my  opinion  it  is  not 

s   LAWBraoB  established  that  any  such  order  was  so  given. 

TowBoAT       "Even  if  such  orders  had  been  given,  and  the  tug  had  per- 

'    sisted  in  disobeying  them,  I  think,  notwithstanding  the  evidence 

adduced  as  to  this  point  by  the  PlaintifiEb,  that  the  people  of  the 
Silver  Cloud  ought  to  have  cut  or  cast  off  the  tow-line,  whereas, 
nothing  of  the  kind  was  attempted,  or,  as  far  as  I  know,  even 
thought  of.  And  this,  I  may  remark,  tends  further  to  shew,  that 
the  pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  had  submitted  to  the  wishes  of  the 
pilot  of  the  Margaret  Smith,  who  was  resolved  de  poureuivre  sa 
oofwne. 

*^  On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  it  was  contended  that  even  if  the 
pilot  of  the  Silver  Cloud  did  not  order  the  Hero  to  stop,  still  the 
main  cause  of  the  accident  was  the  neglect  of  the  master  of  the 
Hero  to  stop  his  engines  while  in  an  impenetrable  mist  And  that 
the  Defendants  are  as  liable  as  if  the  mismanagement  of  the 
steamer  was  the  sole  cause  of  the  accident,  upon  the  principle  that 
all  persons  who  contribute  by  their  imprudence,  or  want  of  care, 
to  an  accident,  by  which  a  third  party  suffers,  incur  a  joint  and 
several  liability.  I  do  not  however  think  that  the  principle  of 
law  upon  which  the  Defendants  rely  is  applicable  to  the  present 
case. 

"  The  tug  and  the  tow  were  both  subject  to  the  otder  of  the 
branch  pilot  on  board  the  tow.  He  was  as  well  aware  of  the  causes 
of  the  danger  to  which  they  were  exposed  as  the  people  of  the  tug. 
And  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  although  1  think 
the  tug  could  not  have  been  blamed  if  she  had  insisted  upon 
coming  to  anchor,  yet,  I  cannot  think  the  people  of  the  tug  in- 
curred any  legal  responsibility  towards  the  owners  of  the  tow, 
by  waiting  for  orders  from  the  branch  pilot  of  the  tow,  whilst  they 
in  the  meantime  followed  the  course  which  one  of  the  branch 
pilots  was  determined  to  pursue,  and  in  which  the  others,  as  I 
think,  had  acquiesced." 

The  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the 
appeal  was  heard  on  the  13th  of  March,  1871,  before  Duvcd,  CJ., 
Caron,  Drummond,  Badgley,  and  Monh^  JJ. ;  and  on  the  19th  of 
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June,  1871,  the  Court  gave  judgment,  confirming  the  judgment       j.  c. 
of  the  Court  below,  Drummond  and  Badgley^  JJ.,  dissenting.  i878 

From  the  two  judgments  thus  rendered  by  the  Superior  Court      ^^^ 
and  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  favour  of  the  Bespondents  the  »   ,  *• 
present  appeal  was  brought.  Tow-Boat 

COXPANT 

:    Mr.  C.  P.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wiokens,  for  the  Appellants :— * 

The  tug,  by  taking  two  vessels  in  tow'  together,  disabled  itself 
from  performing  her  contract  properly ;  for  the  two  vessels  might 
give  contradictory  orders.  There  is  some  evidence  that  the  pilot 
on  board  the  Silver  Olmd  ordered  the  Sero  to  stop,  but  were  it 
otherwise,  those  onl)oard  the  Hero  ought  to  have  exercised  ordinary 
and  reasonable  care  and  skill,  and  not  having  done  so,  they  must  be 
held  guilty  of  contributory  n^ligence :  Davies  v.  Mann  (1) ;  Tuff  v. 
Wdmian  (2). 

Sir  John  Karsldke,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  JET.  M.  Bompas,  for  the. Bespon- 
dents, were  not  called  on. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 
Sib  Babkes  Peacock:— 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  Stiver  Cloud  against 
the  St.  LiMorence  Tow-SocU  Company,  who  are  the  owners  of  the 
Hero,  a  steam-tug  which  was  employed  for  the  purpose  of  towing 
the  Silver  Cloud  upon  the  Biver  St  Lawrence  from  Montreal  to 
QuAee.  The  suit  was  brought  for  negligence  in  running  the 
Silver  Cloud  aground  during  a  dense  fog.  Chief  Justice  Meredith 
(the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Superior  Court)  tried  the  case  originally. 
He  analysed  the  evidence  very  closely,  and  he  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  owners  of  the  Silver  CUmd  were  not  entitled  to 
recover. 

It  appears  to  be  clear  that  when  no  directions  are  given  by  the 
vessel  in  tow,  the  rule  in  the  case  of  tug  steamers  is,  that  the  tug 
Bhall  direct  the  course.  The  tug  is  the  moving  power,  but  it  is 
under  the  control  of  the  master  or  pilot  on  board  the  ship  in 
tow, 

(1)  10  M.  &  W.  640.  ■       <2)  5  C.  B.  (N.S.)  678.  i 
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J.  G.  The  Hero  was  towing  two  yessels,  but  th^ir  Lordships  are  of 

1878       opinion  that  that  does  not  make  any  difference  in  this  case.    If  it 

^^^      had  appeared  that  contradictory  orders  were  given  by  the  two 

St  Lawrknob  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  *^®  orders  of  one  were  obeyed  in  oppositioii  to 
f  ow-BoAT    those  of  the  other,  the  case  might  have  been  different.  The  vessels 

'    were  proceeding  in  a  dense  fog :  there  were  no  means  of  seeing  the 

banks  of  the  river,  nor  of  knowing  where  they  were  going ;  and  no 
doubt  there  was  negligence^  on  the  part  both  of  those  on  board  the 
ship  and  of  those  on  board  the  Eero,  in  proceeding  in  the  way  in 
which  they  did  during  the  fog.  If  the  Silver  Cloud  had  given 
orders  to  the  Hero  to  stop,  and  the  Hero  had  ne^eoted  to  obey 
those  orderSi  then  the  negligence  would  have  been  solely  on  the 
part  of  the  Hero.  But  i^  on  the  other  hand,  those  on  board  the 
Silver  Clovd  did  not  give  proper  orders  to  the  Hero  to  stop,  then 
it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  they  were  consenting  to  proceed 
in  the  fog,  and  that  they  contributed  to  the  accident  which 
occurred.  The  rule  was  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Kingsd&wn  in 
the  case  of  The  Julia.  Speaking  of  the  duties  of  a  tug  steamer,  he 
says  '*  a  tug  is  to  use  proper  skill  and  diligence,  and  is  liable  for 
any  damage  by  her  wrongful  act  When  the  contract  to  tow  was 
made,  the  law  would  imply  an  engagement  that  eadi  vessel  would 
perform  its  duty  in  completing  it;  that  proper  skill  and  diligence 
would  be  used  on  board  each ;  that  neither  vessel,  by  neglect  or 
misconduct,  would  create  unnecessary  risk  to  the  other  or  increase 
any  risk  which  might  be  incidental  to  the  service  undertaken.  If| 
in  the  course  of  the  performance  of  the  contract,  any  inevitable 
accident  happened  to  the  one  without  default  on  the  part  of  the 
other,  no  cause  of  action  would  arise.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
wrongful  act  of  either  occasioned  damage  to  the  other,  such 
wrongful  act  would  create  a  responsibility  in  the  party  committing 
it,  if  the  sufferer  had  not  by  any  misconduct  or  unskilfulness  on 
his  part  contributed  to  the  accident."  Their  Lordships  concur  in 
the  opinion  expressed  by  the  majority  of  the  Judges  in  the  Court 
of  Appeal  that  those  on  board  the  Silver  Chud  did  contribute  to 
the  accident. 

The  case  was  tried  by  Chief  Justice  MeredOh  in  the  Superior 
Court,  and  after  analysing  the  evidence  he  came  to  the  conclusion 
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that  they  did  not  give  such  orders  to  stop  as  they  were  bound  to  ^'  ^* 
do.  Upon  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  three  of  the  ^873 
Judges  of  that  Court  came  to  a  similar  conclusion.  Smith 

Now  their  Lordships  are  asked  to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  g^.  lawbxvce 
Superior  Court  and  the  decision  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of   'q^^^!^ 

Queen's  Bench  upon  a  question  of  fact.    It  would  not  be  right  for       

their  Lordships  to  oyerrnle  the  decision  of  those  Courts  upon  such 
a  question,  unless  they  came  to  a  clear  conclusion  that  the  Judges 
of  those  Courts  had  come  to  an  erroneous  decision.  In  this  case, 
so  far  fiom  their  Lordships  coming  to  that  conclusion,  their  opinion 
is  in  accordance  with  that  of  the  majority  of  the  judges  in  the 
Lower  Appellate  Court  and  in  accordance  with  that  of  the  Judge 
who  tried  the  case  (Chief  Justice  Meredith),  that  the  owners  of  the 
SUver  Cloud  did  contribute  to  the  accident  by  their  negligence  in 
aUowing  the  Hero  to  proceed  in  the  fog  without  giving  that  vessel 
proper  orders  to  stop,  when  it  was  dangerous,  and  dangerous  to  the 
knowledge  of  those  on  board  the  Silver  Oloud,  to  proceed  in  the 
state  of  the  weather  in  which  they  were  going  on. 

Under  those  circumstances,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  recom- 
mend Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  Appellants :  J.  7.  Simpson^ 

Solicitors  for  Bespondents :  Bieckoffj  BompcUy  dt  Bisehoff. 
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J.  0/      THOMAS  SHRUBSOLE  BEAL,  thb  Masteb, 
1873  AND  HARRY  S.  EDWARDS,  the  Ownbb 

AprU23.2i.        OP  THB  STEAMSHIP   "JAMES    0.    STEVEN- 

—  SON" 


Appellants  ; 


1         AKD 

FERDINAND  MARCHAIS,  the  Masteb,  and 
FRANCIS  PINEAU,  the  Owner  of  the  \  Respondents. 
Babque  «  BOUGAINVILLE 


n 


THE  « BOUGAINVILLE-  and  THB  "JAMES  C.  STEVENSON." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  VICE-ADMIBALTY  COURT  OP 

GIBRALTAR  (I). 

Duty  of  Steamer  approaching  SaUing-veBsd — Contributory  Negligence, 

A  steamship  seeing  a  sailing-yessel  at  a  distance  of  two  or  three  miles 
ought  not^  even  if  the  lights  of  the  sailing-yessel  are  not  visible,  to  take  a 
course  which  will  carry  her  across  the  bows  of  the  sailing  vessel. 

In  a  case  of  collision,  even  if  the  light  of  one  vessel  was  invisible, 
the  vessel  will  not  on  that  account  be  held  to  have  contributed  to  the  colli- 
sion, where  the  other  vessel  has  pursued  a  course  which  of  itself  would 
suffice  to  produce  the  collision. 

A  manoeuvre  made  too  late  to  afifect  the  collision,  does  not  make  the  ship 
liable  as  having  contributed  to  the  collision,  even  if  the  manoeuvre  was 
erroneous. 

Where  a  steamship  is  approaching  a  sailing-ship,  and  does  not  know  what 
course  the  other  ship  is  pursuing,  it  is  her  duty  (whether  the  lights  of  the 
other  vessel  are  visible  or  not)  to  take  no  decisive  movement  until  she  can 
ascertain  it. 

The  law  does  not  appoint  any  particular  place  at  which  the  lights  should 
be  fixed,  but  they  ought  to  be  placed  so  as  to  be  properly  visible : — 


*  Present  :-^iB  Jambb  W.  Oolyilb,  Snt  Robert  Joseph  Phillimobb  (thx 
Judos  of  the  High  Gouet  of  Ad]cibalt7),  Sib  Montague  E.  Smith,  and  Sib 
Robert  P.  Colubb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prcpara- 
tioQ  of  this  report. 


Bkai« 

V, 

Mabchais. 
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Semble  .'"-The  fact  that  the  lights  of  one  ship  are  invisible  to  the  other  docs        j  q 
not  make  the  former  ship  contributory  when  the  course  pursued  by  the 
Utter  is  not  in  itself  prudent  and  judicious.  ^51^ 

lEIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  interlocntory  decree  or  sentence  of 
the  Judge  of  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  of  OibraUcir,  in  a  consoli- 
dated cause  of  damage  promoted  and  brought  by  the  master  and   <«  Bovgaix- 
the  owner  of  the  steamship  James  (7.  SUvenson,  against  the  barque      ^^* 
Bougainville  and  her  freight,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in  ^  J*  ^^^^ 
respect  of  losses  sustained  by  the  owner,  by  reason  of  a  collision       son." 
between  the  said  two  vessels ;  and  by  the  master  and  the  owners 
of  the  barque  BcugairmUe  against  the  steamship  James  C.  Steven^ 
ion  and  her  freight,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of  losses 
occasioned  to  her  said  owners,  by  reason  of  the  collision. 

By  the  decree  appealed  from  the  learned  Judge  held  that 
both  vessels  were  to  Uame  for  the  collision,  and  decreed  that 
a  moiety  of  the  aggregate  damage  and  costs  should  be  borne  by 
each  party.  From  this  decree  each  party  appealed  to  Her  Majesty 
in  Council. 

The  James  G.  Stevenson  was  an  iron  screw  steamship  of  1226  tons, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  on  a  voyage  from  CtHeuUa  to 
Londan^  vid  the  Suez  Canal.  The  BougainvUle  was  a  French 
barque  of  1190  English  tons,  and  was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  the 
coast  of  CoToma/ndd  to  Marseilles. 

The  collision  happened  between  11  and  12  on  the  night  of  the 
29th  of  March,  1872,  in  the  Straits  of  Oibraliar. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson  was,  that  she 
was  proceeding  under  steam,  steering  about  due  W.,  with  her 
masthead  and  side  lights  exhibited  and  burning  brightly,  and  with 
a  fresh  wind  blowing  from  the  southward,  when  a  vessel  under 
sail,  which  proved  to  be  the  Bougainville^  was  seen  ahead  at  the 
distance  of  about  three  miles.  The  BougainvUle  was  apparently 
approaching  in  an  opposite  direction,  but  no  light  could  then  be 
seen  on  her.  The  helm  of  the  Jam^  C.  Stevenson  was  ported  in 
order  to  keep  her  out  of  the  way  of  the  BougainviUe,  and  the 
BougainvUle  still  appearing  to  be  standing  towards  the  James  C. 
Stevenson,  the  helm  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson  was  put  hard  arport, 
and  the  green  light  of  the  BougainvtUe  was  then  for  the  first  time 
seen.    The  engines  of  the  Bougainville  were  stopped,  but  a  colli- 
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J.  a  fiion  occurred,  the  stem  of  the  Bougainville  striking  the  James  C. 

1878  Stevenson  on  the  port  bow. 

^^  The  main  grounds  of  blame  charged  by  the  owner  of  the  James 

Mabobaib  ^*  ^i^*'^'^^^  against  the  BouffoinuiUe  were,  that  the  lights  of  the 

latter  were  not  so  exhibited  and  placed  as  to  be  visible  to  the 

*^BouoAiK-  James  0.  Stevenson,  and  to   her  (the  Bougainville)  haying  im- 


VIUiB" 


Am       properly  deviated  from  her  course  under  a  starboard  helm. 
^"btw^"      ^  ^®  P*"*  ^^  ^^  BougainviBe,  it  was  alleged  as  follows : — 
aav."  At  sunset  her  regulation  lights  were  lighted,  being  placed  in  the 

position  in  which  they  had  been  always  carried  by  the  vessel  and 
are  usually  carried  by  French  vessels  of  her  build  and  size^ 
namely,  on  the  fore  side  of  the  mizen  rigging,  outside,  and  a 
little  lower  than  the  rails,  about  two  feet  above  the  poop  deck,  and 
projecting  about  two  fe^  on  each  side  on  a  line  beyond  the  cathead. 

At  about  11.35  p.h.,  the  wind  being  W.  by  S.,  and  the  weather 
squally  and  obscure  at  times^  the  BougainviUe  was  proceeding 
through  the  Straits,  steering  her  proper  course,  E.  by  N.  compass, 
with  her  mainsail  (the  starboard  clew  thereof  being  hauled  up), 
her  maintopsail,  and  her  maintopgallant-sail  set,  and  on  her  fore- 
mast her  foresail  (which  was  cut  high  so  as  to  work  over  the  bits), 
her  topsail,  and  two  jibs  set,  but  no  sails  aft  on  the  inizen-mast, 
and  her  regulation  lights  brightly  burning,  properly  placed  and 
plainly  visible. 

The  man  at  the  look-out  reported  a  white  light  on  the  starboard 
bow,  which  appeared  to  be  the  mast-head  light  of  a  steamer  about 
two  points  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  barque,  and  to  be  about 
three  miles  distant. 

The  barque  proceeded  without  altering  her  course,  expecting  the 
steamer  to  give  way,  which  she  had  ample  opportunity,  as  it  was 
her  duty,  to  da  Shortly  afterwards  the  red  lights  of  the  steamer 
became  visible,  and  she  came  on  at  right  angles  to  her  original 
course,  and  immediately  across  the  bows  of  the  barque,  by  first 
porting  and  after  hard-porting  her  helm;  a  ooUisiou  was^then 
inevitable,  and  the  helm  of  the  barque  was  thereupon  put  hard  a- 
starboard,  with  the  object  of  deadening  the  force  of  the  ooUision. 
Immediately  afterwards  the  vessels  collided,  each  doing  and  re* 
ceiving  very  considerable  damage. 

The  evidence  was  tak^i  orally  before  the  Judge.    On  (he  part 
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of  the  owners  of  the  BcfogainvUle  it  was  contended,  that  the       J.  0. 
evidenoe  shewed  that  her  lights  were,  before  and  at  the  time  of       1873 
the  collision,  properly  placed  and  brightly  burning,  in  accordance       .bkax. 
\rith  the  maritime  regulations  in  regard  to  the  lights  directed  to    ^^^^^, 
be  carried  by  sailing-vessels ;  and  that  her  duty  was  to  keep  her       •--- 
course,  which  she  did,  until  she  put  her  helm  hard  a-starboard  to   ^<  Bovqaik- 
ease  the  blow  of  the  collision,  and  that  the  duty  of  the  steamer  was      ^^^ 
to  have  kept  dear  of  her,  which,  although  she  might  easily  have  ^  g!^^"^ 
done,  she  failed  to  do.  boh/' 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  James  C.  Stevenson^  that  the 
evidence  proved  that  those  on  board  were  not  able  to  see  any  light 
of  the  BotiffainviUe  until  very  shortly  before  the  collision ;  and, 
further,  that  in  the  form  of  position  in  which  the  lights  of  the 
Bougainville  were  placed,  her  green  light  would  not  have  been 
visible  to  the  James  0.  Stevenson^  unless  the  latter  was  more  than 
two  points  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  BouffaitmBe. 

The  learned  Judge  held  that  the  Bougainville's  lights  were  not 
duly  exhibited,  and  that  she  improperly  deviated  from  her  course 
under  a  starboard  helm,  and  that  she  thereby  contributed  to  the 
collision ;  but  he  held  the  James  0.  Stevenson  to  have  been  also  in 
fault  for  not  having  got  out  of  the  way  of  the  Bougainville^  and 
for  not  having  complied  with  the  16th  Article  of  the  BeguUdions 
for  Preventing  Collisions  at  Sea. 

The  Court,  having  found  both  vessels  to  be  in  fault,  ordered  the 
damages  and  costs  to  be  borne  in  equal  proportions  by  both. 

Against  this  decision  both  parties  appealed. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

A  question  was  raised  by  the  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane, 
Q.C.)  as  to  the  right  to  begin.  Marehais*  appeal  was  the  first 
appeal  entered  at  the  Council  office  by  a  few  hours ;  but  the  other 
parties  were  first  heard  in  the  Court  below. 

Their  Lordships  were  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  most  con- 
venient to  take  the  appeals  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  heard 
in  the  Court  below. 

Tlix,Mtlwardi  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Clarksonf  for  the  Appellants  :— 
The  barque  starboarded  instead  of  keeping  her  course.    The 
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J.  C.  lights  of  the  barqne  were  invifiible  owing  to  their  being  impro- 
1878  perly  placed.  The  collidon  was  caused  by  the  neglect  of  those 
]|^^       on  board  the  BougainvQU. 

V. 

Mabohau.       rj^^  AdmiraUy  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  and  Dr.  Triilram, 

Tn       for  the  Eespondents : — 

tilub"  rj}]j^Q  steamer  ought  to  have  so  acted  as  to  see  what  coarse  the 

Tbb'* James  barque  was  taking.    By  Art.  16  ''every  steamship  when  ap- 

SON."   '   preaching  another  so  as  to  inyolve  risk  of  collision  should  slacken 

""^  her  speed."  If  the  steamer  did  not  choose  to  wait,  she  ought  in 
the  first  instance  to  have  starboarded  instead  of  ported.  The 
steamer  oughti  at  all  events,  to  have  reversed  her  engines,  which 
would  have  prevented  the  collision.  The  barque  had  proper  lights, 
properly  screenedi  and  carried  where  they  are  usually  carried  by 
French  vessels. 


Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

Sib  Bobebt  J.  Phiujhobe  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Yioe- 
Admiralty  Court  at  Otbraliar  in  a  case  of  collision  between  a 
steamer  and  a  sailing-vessel.  The  collision  took  place  in  the 
Straits  of  OibrdUar,  according  to  the  best  conclusion  their  Lord- 
ships can  come  to  from  the  evidence,  somewhere  about  eight  and  a 
half  miles  east  of  Tarifa.  The  nature  of  the  damage  was  this : 
The  sailing-vessel  ran  into  the  steamer  at  right  angles  ten  feet 
abaft  the  stem.  The  consequences  of  the  collision  were  very 
serious  to  both  vessels,  both  being  obliged  to  put  into  CUbraUar  on 
account  of  the  damage  they  received.  The  learned  Judge  of  the 
Court  below  found,  upon  the  evidence,  that  both  the  vessels  were 
to  blame,  and  he  made  the  usual  decree.  From  that  decree 
appeals  have  been  prosecuted  to  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  by  both  parties. 

It  will  be  convenient,  before  stating  the  conclusions  at  which 
their  Lordships  have  arrived,  to  notice  in  the  first  instance  the 
case  of  the  steamer  who  appeared  as  the  first  Plaintiff  here,  and 
also  in  the  Court  below.  She  was  called  the  JamoB  (7.  Slevenmm, 
She  was  a  screw  steamer  of  1226  tons,  and  250-horse  power,  and 
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was  sailing  from  OaleuUa  with  a  general  cargo  for  London.    She       J.  C. 
passed  through  the  Suez  Oanalf  and  arrived  at  the  entrance  of  the       1873 
StraiU  of  Gibraltar  on  the  night  of  the  29th  of  March.    She       bbal 
sajrs,  that  at  forty  minutes  past  eleven  on  that  night,  being  eight    jjabchats 
miles  from  Tarifa  light,  which  bore  W.  by  N.,  and  steering  W.,       ■— 
and  the  wind,  which  was  squally,  being  W.  inclining  to  S.,  the    *<  BouGAnr- 
night  being  dear  but  cloudy  (it  is  not  immaterial  to  observe  this),      ^^^ 
and  proceeding  at  the  rate  of  eight  and  a  half  knots  an  hour ;  '^all^^ 
while  so  proceeding  a  sail  was  reported  right  ahead,  distant  about       son." 
three  miles>  apparently  coming  end  on;  but  she  says  no  lights 
were  visible.    The  course  which  she  pursued  was  immediately  to 
port,  and  she  appears  from  the  evidence  to  have  hard-a-ported 
almost  directly  afterwards,  by  which  she  fell,  before  the  colb'son 
took  place,  seven  points  off  from  her  original  course.    It  is  im- 
portant to  observe  here  that  there  is  no  dispute  at  all*  that  those 
on  board  the  steamer  were  perfectly  aware  that  the  vessel  right 
ahead  of  them  was  a  sailing  ship,  and,  as  the  learned  Judge  of  the 
Court  below  remarked,  they  mast  have  known  perfectly  well  that 
she  was  coming  directly  through  the  Straits  with  the  wind  directly 
aft.    It  is  also  important  to  observe  that  the  captain  of  the  steamer 
entirely  misapprehended  the  existing  regulation  with  respect  to 
his  duty  in  such  circumstances.    He  says  in  his  evidence,  "  I  think 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  other  vessel,  although  a  sailing-vessel 
and  myself  a  steamer,  to  have  ported  her  helm,  becaose  she  was 
nmning  free,  and  it  is  the  rule  of  the  road ;  and  I  say  that,  al- 
though we  were  meeting  each  other  stem  on.    It  would  be  quite 
different  if  she  had  been  close  hauled."    It  is  hardly  necessary  to 
state  that  this  opinion  of  the  captain  of  the  steamer  is  directly  at 
variance  with  the  existing  regulation  of  Article  15,  viz.  that  if  two 
ships,  one  of  which  is  a  sailing-ship  and  the  other  a  steamship,  are 
proceeding  in  such  directions  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision,  the 
steamship  shall  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing-ship. 

The  steamer  ascribes  this  collision  to  two  circumstances ;  first, 
to  the  invisibility  (if  I  may  use  such  an  expression)  of  the  lights 
on  board  the  sailing-vessel — ^it  not  being  disputed  that  she  carried 
lights — their  invisibility  resulting  from  their  improper  position ;  and 
also  to  the  sailing-vessel  having  starboarded  instead  of  keeping  her 
course.    This  is  the  case,  stated  briefly,  on  behalf  of  the  steamer. 

Vol.  V.  3  T 
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J.  0.  The  case  on  behalf  of  the  sailing-vessel  may  be  also  stated  in  a 

1873        few  words.    She  was  a  French  iron  barque  of  very  large  tonnage, 

^^       and  was  coming  from  the  Oape  of  Oood  Hope  to  MarseSIea.    She 

^^^       says  that  on  this  night,  when  she  was  due  south  of  Europa  light, 

and  midway  between  it  and  Oeuia  light,  she  saw  the  white  light  of 

ouGAiN-  A  steamer,  which  proved  to  be  the  James  0.  Stevenson^  two  points 
^  ANi)*^  on  the  starboard  bow,  and  distant  about  three  miles.  Both  vessels 
Thb  **  JAME8  agree  in  putting  the  distance  at  which  they  were  mutually  dis- 
SON. '  cemed  at  about  three  miles.  She  says  the  wind  was  W.S. W.,  one 
point  on  the  starboard  quarter,  and  her  head  was  K  by  N*  Then 
she  gives  an  account  of  her  sails.  She  says  she  had  her  courses, 
fore  and  maintopsails,  maintopgallant-sails,  and  two  jibs  set,  the 
starboard  clew  of  the  mainsail  being  hauled  up.  She  gives  the 
same  account  of  the  night  that  the  other  vessel  does.  She  says 
that  the  white  light  of  the  Jamea  0.  Stevenson  was  discovered  at 
11.35,  and  that  she  was  supposed  to  be  steering  west ;  that  shortly 
afterwards  the  red  light  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson  was  observed, 
that  her  course  was  not  discovered  by  those  on  board  the  sailing- 
vessel  until  the  steamer  was  seen  about  SOO  yards  distant.  Then 
she  says  that  the  Bougainville  had  hitherto  been  kept  on  her 
course  supposing  that  the  steamer  would  keep  out  of  her  way,  but 
upon  the  hull  of  the  James  0.  Stevenson-  being  discovered,  and  it 
being  found  that  she  was  comiog  on  at  right  angles  towards  the 
bows  of  the  Bougainville^  and  it  being  then  evident  that  a  collision 
was  inevitable,  the  helm  of  the  Bougainville  was  put  hard  to  star- 
board, but  the  Bougainville  only  fell  off  one  point  before  the 
collision. 

Now,  she  on  her  part,  ascribes  the  collision  to  these  three  cir- 
cumstances, that  'is  by  her  pleading  and  by  the  alignment  of  her 
counseL  She  says  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  rash  and 
improper  conduct  of  the  steamer  in  not  waiting  to  ascertain  what 
course  the  sailing-vessel  was  taking;  she  says  that  the  steamer 
ought  &t  all  events  to  have  reversed  her  engines,  which  would 
have  been  one  mode  of  preventing  the  collision ;  and  lastly,  the 
ship  says  that  if  the  steamer  did  not  choose  to  wait,  she  ought  in 
the  first  instance  to  have  starboarded  instead  of  ported. 

In  considering  this  case,  it  will,  I  think,  be  convem'ent  to  assume 
in  the  first  instance  that  the  lights  were  not  visible.    On  that 
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aaBttmption  what,  acooiding  to  the  IStli  Article,  was  the  clear  duty       j.  c. 
of  the  steamer?    It  was  to  get  out  of  the  way  of  the  sailing-       i873 
TesseL    What  getting  out  of  the  way  is  mWsb  depekui»  of  course^       Bkal 
<»i  the  drenmstances  of  each  particolar  case.    It  may  be  by  port-    ^^^^^ 
iDgf  it  may  be  by  starboarding^  it  may  be  by  stopping,     Bat       — 
according  to  her  own  yeraion  of  the  story,  the  steamer  was  aware   «•  Bouqaik- 
that  the  sailing-yessel  was  coming  directly  through  the  Straits     ^"^ 
mth  the  wind  diieetly  aft,  but  she  aays  that  owing  to  the  absence  5-;;^ 
of  her  lights  she  had  no  indication  of  what  course  the  sailing-       son." 
Tessel  was  pursuing.    That  vessel  was  going  at  the  rate  of  'eight       ''^^ 
and  a  half  or  nine  knots  an  hour,  and  their  joint  speed  ^niust  have 
been  something  like  seventeen  or  eighteen  knots.    Being;  aS  she 
says,  in  uncertainty  as  to  the  course  the  sailing-vessel  was  steering, 
it  was  surely  not  the  part  of  a  prudent  master  immediately  to  take 
the  active  and  decided  step  of  porting,  at  the  rate  whibh  she  was 
then  going,  of  between  eight  and  nine  knots  an  hour,  which  would 
carry  her  to  the  opposite  coast  across  the  bows  of  the  ship.    If 
she  was  in  doubt  as  to  the  course  of  the  vessel  approaching  her,  as 
she  saysi  stem  on  or  a  little  upon  her  starboard  bow,  and  as  the 
oyidenoe  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  seems  to  prove  rather  more 
than  that, — ^between  one  and  two  points  on  her  starboard  bow,  surely 
it  was  the  part  of  a  prudent  master  to  have  waited  until  he  could 
ascertain  which  course  the  sailing-vessel  was  pursuing.    The  16th 
Article  seems  to  be  precise  upon  this  points    "  Every  steamship 
when  approaching  another  ship  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision 
shall  slacken  her  speed."    There  is  no  reason  why  she  should 
<MQoeive  that  the  ship  was  going  to  the  Moorish  side  of  tiie  Strait, 
although  some  suggestions  were  made  to  that  effect 

In  their  Lordships'  opinion,  therefore,  the  judge  came  to  a  per- 
fectly sound  conclusion  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  that  is,  in  holding 
that  upon  the  steamer's  own  statement,  upon  the  assumption  that 
ihe  lights  were  not  visible  owing  to  their  improper  position,  never- 
theless, she  sinned  against  the  rules  of  navigation  laid  down  for 
preventing  these  unfortunate  collisions  by  not  slackening  her 
^speed,  or  waiting,  or  taking  any  of  those  precautions  which  would 
haye  enabled  her  before  she  took  the  decided  step  of  porting  to 
ascertain  on  what  side  the  sailing  vessel  was  going.    It  is  not 

neoesBary,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  therefore,  to  inquire  whether 

3  Y  2, 
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J.  C.  it  would  have  been  a  pradent  course  on  her  part,  if  she  elected 
1873  not  to  wait^  to  have  starboarded  instead  of  porting,  by  which 
BsAL  manoeuvre  she  cut  in  between  the  ship  and  the  lee  shore  at  the 
mai^aw,  ^^  ^^  seven  knots  an  hour.  Their  Lordships  think  that  the 
— -  finding  of  the  learned  Judge  on  this  part  was  perfectly  correct,  and 
'*  BoroAm-   will  advise  Her  Majesty  that  it  be  affirmed. 

^^'  There  then  remains  the  other  part  of  the  case,  upon  which  the 

OS^^  g^*«'  Pa^  of  *^«  argument  has  been  addressed  to  their  Lordships, 

SON."       namely,  as  to  whether,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  must 

not  be  holden  that  the  conduct  of  the  sailing-ship  contributed  to 

this  collision  ? 

!First,  as  to  the  contribution  to  the  collision,  which  is  said  to 
have  been  made  by  the  absence  of  the  proper  lights,  that  is  to  say, 
by  the  lights  not  being  placed  in  a  position  in  which  they  were 
visibla  The  law  does  not  require  any  particular  place  at  which 
the  lights  should  be  affixed ;  though  no  doubt  it  does  require  that 
they  should  be  so  placed  as  to  be  properly  visible  within  the  scope 
of  the  regulations  upon  that  point;  but  no  particular  place  is 
pointed  out.  The  eyidence  in  this  case  establishes  these  points 
with  regard  to  the  lights,  first,  that  they  were  carried,  and  secondly, 
that  they  were  proper  lights,  properly  screened ;  and  their  Lord- 
ships incline  to  the  opinion  that  it  also  is  proved  that  they  were 
carried  in  the  place  in  which  they  are  usually  carried  by  French 
vessels.  There  has  been  considerable  discussion  upon  the  evidence 
as  to  whether  the  testimony  of  the  master  of  the  ship  be  credible 
with  regard  to  the  cutting  or  arching  of  the  foresail,  which, 
according  to  his  evidence,  to  which  he  was  not  cross-examined, 
and  according  to  the  evidence  of  another  witness,  was  expressly 
done  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  these  lights  visible.  The 
vessel  was  a  very  large  ship,  and  she  had  come  all  the  way  from 
the  coast  of  Chromandel,  and  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  her 
statement  as  to  the  lights. 

It  may  here  be  observed  that  if  the  allegation  were  correct  on 
the  part  of  the  steamer,  that  the  sailing-ship  had  contravened  the 
rule  of  navigation  in  not  keeping  her  course,  but  in  starboarding, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  that  position  is  fatal  to  the  other  contention 
that  her  green  light  was  not  visible,  because,  if  the  sailing  vessel 
had  starboarded  earlier  than  she  said  she  did,  unquestionably  by 
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that  manoeuyre  she  must  have  shewn  her  green  lights  which  it  is       J.  c. 
proved  was  carried,  and  which  it  is  proved  was  of  proper  quality.       1873 
She  most  have  shewn  her  green  light  to  the  approaching  steamer,       beal 
and  have  given  her^that  information  of  which  she  complains  that    ^^^ 
she  was  deprived.    The  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below  seems,       ■— 
npon  the  whole,  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  a   ^'Bougaik- 
deftoit  prdbatio  upon  this  particular  and  material  point,  that  it  was        j^ 
incumbent  upon  the  sailing-vessel  to  have  proved  by  more  con-  ^o"8TEvm^* 
elusive  evidence  than  she  adduced  that  these  lights,  so  placed  in       son." 
the  stem  of  the  vessel,  were  visible  by  the  circumstance  that  the 
foresail  was  cut  or  arched  in  the  manner  described.     The  learned 
Judge  seems  to  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  him  in  thinking  that  this  point  was 
established,  and  therefore  to  have  decided  on  that  ground  princi- 
pally that  the  ship  contributed  to  this  collision. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  express  any  opinion, 
as  to  the  conclusion  at  which  they  might  have  arrived  if  this  par- 
ticular matter  had  come  before  them  as  a  Court  of  first  instance, 
whether  they  would  or  would  not  have  been  satisfied  with  the 
evidence  which  was  produced  on  behalf  of  the  sailing-vessel  to  the 
effect  already  stated,  because  their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion, 
after  consulting  with  their  nautical  assessors,  and  after  a  review  of 
the  whole  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the  sailing  vessel,  coming 
through  the  Strait  with  the  wind  as  described,  was  perfectly  and  "^ 

clearly  seen  at  a  distance  of  three  miles  as  stated  by  the  steamer, 
but  at  aU  events  between  two  and  three  miles ;  that  upon  the  ^ 

assumption  that  the  lights  were  not  visible,  it  was  still  the  duty  of 
the  steamer  not  to  take  that  decided  course  which  she  did  take, 
in  perfect  ignorance,  according  to  her  own  statement,  as  to  which 
way  the  sailing-vessel  was  proceeding ;  that  it  was  very  imprudent, 
rash,  and  careless  navigation,  and  was  the  real  cause  of  this  collision; 
and  even  assuming  that  the  lights  were  placed  in  a  wrong  position, 
and  therefore  were  not  visible,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  upon 
the  particular  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  it  would  not  be  right 
to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  invisibility  of  those  lights  could, 
in  any  legal  sense  of  the  term,  and  according  to  the  judgments 
upon  the  question  of  contribution  to  negligence,  properly  be  said 
to  have  contributed  to  this  collision. 
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J.  c.  Their  Lordships  have  not  failed  to  consider  the  point  which  vas 

1873        niged  on  behalf  of  the  steamer,  that  the  starboarding  of  the  sailiiig 

^^j^       vessel  might  have  contribnted  to  this  collision.    Their  Lordships 

Mabcha  s.    ^^  clearly  of  opinion  npon  the  evidence  that  the  starboarding  wa» 

—        done  at  so  late  a  period  as  to  take  it  completely  out  of  the  eatery 

^BouGAor-    of  any  contribution  to  the  collision ;  indeed  if  the  starboarding  had 

^^        been  at  an  earlier  period  it  is  fatal  to  the  contention  of  the  steamer, 

^  "  J^"°*  that  she  was  not  apprised  by  seeing  the  green  light  of  the  conwe 

soBT."       which  the  other  vessel  was  pursuing;  because  the  dil^nina  is 

obvious :  if  the  starboarding  took  place  at  an  earlier  period,  then 

the  green  lights  which  is  proved  to  have  been  there,  must  have 

been  seen ;  if  the  starboarding  took  place,  as  we  are  inclined  to 

suppose,  at  a  later  period,  then  there  was  no  contribution  to  the 

collision  by  that  manoeuvre  at  that  late  period  in  the  history  of 

the  case. 

Their  Lordships  will  therefore  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that 
the  decree  of  the  Judge  of  the  Yice^Admiralty  Court  should  be 
varied  so  as  to  pronounce  that  the  steamer  is  alone  to  blame  for 
this  collision.  We  think  that  the  costs  must  follow  this  decision, 
and  that  the  sailing-vessel  will  be  entitled  to  her  costs  both  here 
ind  in  the  Court  below. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  ThomoB  Cooper^ 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  GSofe,  Cole  &  Jaokion. 
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WILLIAM  McLEAN Appellant  ;        j.  c.» 

AKD  1873 

ALEXANDER  McKAY Respondent.    May  s. 9, 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  JUDICATURE  FOR 
THE  COUNTY  OP  HALIFAX,  IN  THE  PROVmCE  OF  NOVA 
SCOTIA  (1). 

Contract — Validity  of  Contract — Eoiement — Covenant  running  with  the  Land 
^^Agreement  by  Vendor  of  Land  with  Purchaser,  that  adjoining  Land 
**  should  never  be  hereafter  eold,  but  left  for  the  common  Benefit  of  both  Par-' 
He$  and  their  Successors  ** — Construction  of  Deed, 

The  owner  of  some  land  sold  a  part  of  it  and  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  porchaser  that  an  adjoining  plot  of  land  *'  should  never  be  hereafter 
aoldy  bat  left  for  the  common  benefit  of  both  parties  and  their  saccessors  :** — 

Meld^  that  this  was  merely  an  agreement  that  the  plot  of  land  should  be 
left  open,  in  the  state  in  which  it  then  was,  for  the  common  advantage  of 
both  parties,  and  that  such  an  agreement  did  not  contravene  any  rule  of  law, 
bat  gave  the  person  who  might  hold  the  vendee's  land,  the  right  to  enforce 
the  obligation  against  the  person  who  might  hold  the  vendor's  land.  Thus 
the  former  might  apply  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  order  the  removal  of  a 
strnctore  that  had  been  placed  on  the  plot  in  violation  of  the  agreement. 

The  Privy  Coimcil  will  exercise  its  discretion  in  deciding  a  case  on  its 
merits^  without  regarding  strictly  the  precise  terms  of  the  pleadings. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Judicature  for  the  county  of  EdHfaXy[m  the  province  of  Nova 
ScoHa. 

The  case  involved  questions  as  to  the  construction  and  as  to  the 
validity  of  a  deed  granting  some  land  at  New  Qlasgow,  in  Nova 
Scotia. 

The  deed  was  dated  the  28th  of  April,  1834,  and  was  made 
hetween  WilUam  Forbes  and  Bobert  MelntosH,  both  of  New  Qlaagow. 
Forbes  was  the  owner  of  some  land  at  New  Glasgow.  Part  of  it  he 
sold  to  Mcintosh  \  part  of  it  he  retained  for  himself;  and  a  plot 

^  Present  >— Sib  Jaiob  W.  Colvilb,  Sir  Babnks  Piaoogk,  and  Sib  Montagus 
EL  Smith. 

(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore^  Q.C.,  have  heen  nsed  in  the  prepa- 
ration of  this  report. 
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J.  G.        adjoining  both  the  other  parts  he  reserved,  as  never  to  be  sold,  bat 

1873        left  for  the  common  benefit  of  both  parties.    The  deed  witnessed 

MauLx     *^**  ^  consideration  of  £14,  WiUiam  Forbes  granted  and  conferred 

„  ^  -       unto  Robert  MelrUoAy  his  heirs  and  assigns  all  that  certain  tract  of 

land  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  town  plot  of  New  Quugow 

aforesaid,  and  hath  such  shape,  form,  and  marks  as  appears  by 
plan  hereunto  annexed,  abutted  and  bounded  as  follows,  viz. : — 
Beginning  16}  feet  from  centre  of  Provost  Street  and  3  feet  from 
the  comer  of  Jo'hn  Johnstone*s  stone  house,  thence  to  run  south 
30  degrees  west,  38  feet  to  a  stake  and  stones,  thence  north  60 
degrees  west,  44  feet  more  or  less,  so  as  to  leave  10  feet  of  a  pas- 
sage clear  from  the  comer  of  the  said  William  Forhes's  stone 
house,  thence  50  feet  upon  an  oblique  line,  winding  to  leave  10  feet 
clear  past  the  end  of  the  said  William  Forbes's  stone  house  for  the 
benefit  of  both  parties,  to  a  stake  and  stones,  thence  north  30 
degrees  east,  17  feet  to  a  stake  and  stones,  and  thence  south 
60  degrees  east,  85  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning,  containing 
2627  area  feet  of  land,  be  the  same  more  or  less ;  and  by  the  tme 
intent  which  was  unanimously  agreed  upon  between  the  parties, 
that  any  distance  which  may  remain  westwardly  to  Jury  Sired 
should  never  be  hereafter  sold,  but  left  for  the  common  benefit  of 
both  parties  and  their  successors,  &c 

In  1844  WiUiam  Mcintosh  sold  his  land  to  Alexander  Mcintosh, 
who,  in  1853,  sold  it  to  the  Appellant. 

The  Bespondent  was  now  the  representative  of  the  estate  of 
William  Forbes^  who  had  died. 

In  1866  the  Bespondent  placed  some  buildings  on  the  plot  in 
question ;  thereupon  the  Appellant  commenced  proceedings  to 
compel  him  to  remove  these  buildings.  The  declaration  of  the 
Appellant  alleged  that  the  buildings  were  erected  on  the  plot 
reserved  by  the  deed  as  **  never  to  be  hereafter  sold,  but  left  for 
the  common  benefit  of  both  parties ;"  that  this  was  a  wrongful  ob- 
straction,  inasmuch  as  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  an  easement, 
appurtenant  to  his  lands,  of  the  free  and  unrestricted  use  and 
benefit  of  the  reserved  plot  And  it  prayed  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus, commanding  the  Bespondent  to  remove  the  buildings,  and 
further,  for  a  decree  ordering  the  Bespondent  to  pay  to  the 
Appellant  $200  damages. 


MoKat. 
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The  Judge  in  Equity  (the  Hon.  Jamez  Johnstone)  gave  jadg-  J.  C. 
ment  in  favour  of  the  Appellant,  and  ordered  the  obstruetion  to  be  1878 
removei  v^aZjx 

On  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  for  the  county  of 
Halifax^  this  judgment  was  reversed ;  the  Chief  Justice,  Sir  WUr 
liam  Yotmff,  Judge  WUhins,  and  the  Judge  in  Equity  (who  had 
changed  his  opinion)  being  in  favour  of  a  reversal,  while  Judges 
Des  Barres  and  Bitehie  dissented 

It  was  against  this  last  decision  that  the  appeal  was  now 
brought 

There  were  two  questions  in  the  case :  1.  As  to  the  true  extent 
and  position  of  the  land  referred  to  in  the  deed ;  and  2.  As  to  the 
validity  of  the  agreement  with  respect  to  the  reserved  plot  of 
land. 

Mr.  BrMawe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  (%ft,  for  the  Appellant  [After 
alluding  to  the  contention  of  the  Appellant  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  the  deed  as  to  the  parcels]  : — 

With  regard  to  the  contract  as  to  the  reserved  plot»  that  it  "  should 
never  be  hereafter  sold,  but  left  for  the  common  benefit  of  both 
parties  and  their  successors,"  it  does  not  contravene  any  rule  of  law. 
The  Appellant  is  entitled  to  apply  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  restrain 
the  Bespondent  from  building  on  the  plot,  although  the  covenant 
does  not  run  with  the  land :  Bankin  v.  Euakisson  (1)  ;  Tvlk  v.  Mog>' 
hay  (2) ;  Patching  v.  Dubbins  (3) ;  Coles  v.  Sims  (4) ;  Western  v. 
MacDertnott  (5);  Mann  v.  Stephens  (6);  Kerr  on  Injunctions, 
p.  530.  Moreover,  the  Appellant  is  entitled  to  damages :  East- 
tcood  V.  Lever  (7). 

Ever  since  the  original  grant  the  land  in  dispute  has  been  used 
and  enjoyed  in  a  manner  consistently  with  the  Appellant's  claim. 
This  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  what  was  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  to  the  original  grant 

Mr.  Waikin  Williams,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Bespon- 

(1)  4  Sim,  13.  (4)  Kay,  56. 

(2)  2  Phill.  774;  11  Beav.  671.  (5)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  72. 

(3)  Kay,  1.  (6)  16  Sim.  377. 

(7)  4  De  G.  J.  &  S.  114. 
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J.  c.       dent.    [After  alluding  to  the  contention  of  the  Respondent  with 
1873        respect  to  the  construction  of  the  deed  as  to  the  parcels] : — 

MoLkah         The  rights  over  the  reserved  plot,  if  any,  did  not  run  with  the 
HoKat.     land  or  pass  to  the  Appellant,  and  the  covenant  in  the  deed  is  not 
•       binding  on  the  Respondent:  Moore  v.  Qreg  (1). 

What  the  Appellant  claims  is  an  easement  of  the  free  and  un- 
obstructed use  and  benefit  of  the  plot.  This  is  a  servitude  of  too 
extensive  a  character  for  the  Court  to  enforce.  By  the  principle 
of  the  tenure  of  land  no  such  obligation  can  be  created :  BaiUy  v. 
Stephens  (2) ;  Buke  of  Bedford  v.  British  MiLseum  (3) ;  Clayton 
V.  Oorhf  (4) ;  SmUVs  Leading  Cases,  6th  ed.  p.  76. 

Moreover  the  contract  says  nothing  about  the  stipulation  being 
for  the  benefit  of  the  land  sold. 

Mr.  BridowOy  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Judicature  for  the  county  of  Halifax  in  Nova  Scotia,  which  re- 
versed the  decree  of  the  Judge  in  Equity  in  favour  of  the  Appel- 
lant, who  was  the  Plaintiff  in  the  suit  below.  The  Judges  in  tbe 
Supreme  Court  were  divided  in  opinion.  The  Court  consisted 
of  five  Judges,  of  whom  the  Judge  in  Equity  was  one.  The  four 
Judges  who  heard  the  cause  for  the  first  time  were  divided  in 
opinion ;  but  the  learned  Judge  in  Equity,  having  changed  his 
own  view  of  the  case,  created  the  majority  of  the  Court,  which  re- 
versed his  own  decree.  Their  Lordships  regret  that  the  learned 
Judge  should  have  found  occasion  to  change  the  opinion  to  which 
he  had  originally  come,  for,  after  full  discussion  of  the  case,  their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  his  first  judgment  was  right  in  its 
reasoning  and  sound  in  its  conclusion. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  to  obtain  the  removal  of  a 
house  or  shop  which  had  been  placed  by  the  Defendant  up(»i  a 
piece  of  ground  to  which  the  question  relates.    It  was  contended 

(1)  2  PhilL  717.  (3)  2  M.  &  K.  562. 

(2)  12  C.  B.  (N.S.)  91.  (4)  5  Q.  B.  415. 


V. 

MoKat. 
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on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that  this  piece  of  ground  was,  by  the       J,  a  - 
agreement  under  which  he  purchased  an  adjoining  property,  agreed       1873 
to  be  left  as  an  open  space ;  that  in  violation  of  that  agreement  the     mI^^n 
Defendant  had  placed  the  house  upon  the  ground,  and  that  he  had 
an  equity  to  haye  it  removed. 

It  appears  that  before  the  year  1834  a  large  piece  of  ground  was 
the  property  of  Mr.  William  JFbries.  The  ground  lies  in  the  town 
of  New  Qlasffow,  and  it  was  at  that  time  building  ground.  Mr. 
Forbes  Bad  himself  built  a  house  upon  the  land,  and  he  sold  a  part 
of  the  adjoining  ground  to  Mr.  Molntoshy  and  the  piece  in  dispute 
adjoins  Mr.  Fories's  original  house  and  the  ground  which  he  sold. 
It  appears  that  Melntoih  afterwards  sold  the  ground  which  he  had 
so  purchased,  and  that  it  has  come  by  mesne  conveyances  to  the 
Plaintiff.  Therefore  be  derives  the  title  derivately  from  Mclntoahf 
the  original  vendee.  Mr.  Forbes,  the  vendor,  is  dead,  but  the  pre- 
sent Defendant  represents  his  estate.  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  in 
what  way  hei  represents  it, — ^he  is  guardian  of  the  infismt  heir, — 
because  it  was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  that  be  did 
directly  represent  the  estate  which  Mr.  Forbes  had. 

Soon  after  McLean  purchased  the  property,  he  built  upon  it ; 
bat  it  is,  perhaps,  not  quito  correct  to  say  that  he  built  upon  it, 
because  it  appears  to  be  the  custom  in  that  part  of  Nova  Scotia  to 
build  houses^  and  run  them  on  the  ground,  and  plant  them  there 
ready  built  However,  he  placed  upon  the  land  a  house  or  shop, 
aod  that  occurred  some  yeais  ago. 

The  questions  turn  upon  the  construction  of  the  original  deed 
of  conveyance  from  Forbes  to  Mcintosh}  and  two  main  questions 
arise — firsts  whether  a  clause  in  the  deed  covers  the  land  in  dis* 
pute ;  and,  next,  whether,  if  it  does,  the  agreement  relating  to 
that  land  is  of  a  character  which  the  law  will  recognise  and  en* 
force. , 

The  first  question  depends  entirely  upon  the  language  of  the 
deed  applied  to  the  state  of  the  ground,  and  the  circumstances 
which  existed  at  the  time.  It  must  be  construed  with  reference 
to  the  extrinsic  circumstances  as  they  then  existed.  The  deed  is 
dated  the  28th  of  April,  1834.  Mr.  Forbes  is  the  vendor  and  Mr. 
Melnlosh  is  the  vendee.  A  small  sum  appears  to  have  been  given 
for  the  land ;  but  that  cannot  control  the  effect  of  the  deed.    By 


V. 

McKat. 
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J.  C.  the  deed,  Mr.  Forbes  grants  the  land  he  intended  to  sell ;  and  m 
1878  the  description  of  this  land  are  found  the  words  so  much  referred 
M^]k4n  ^  ^  ^^^  argument  relating  to  the  passage.  The  description  is  :— 
''  All  that  certain  tract  of  land  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the 
townplot  of  New  Glasgow  aforesaid,  and  hath  such  shape,  form,  and 
marks  as  appears  by  plan  hereunto  annexed,  abutted  and  bounded 
as  follows."  Unfortunately,  that  plan  is  not  forthcoming,  and  it 
appears  to  be  uncertain  whether  it  was  originally  annexed  to  the 
deed,  or  whether,  haying  been  annexed,  it  is  now  not  to  be  found. 
Those,  therefore,  who  have  to  construe  this  deed,  have  only  the 
words  to  guide  them,  unassisted  by  the  plan  which  the  parties 
themselves  thought  necessary  to  help  the  construction  of  the  words. 
The  piece  of  land  is  to  have  such  shape,  form,  and  marks  as  would 
appear  from  the  following  description : — "  Beginning  I6j^  feet  £rom 
centre  of  Provost  Street,  and  3  feet  from  the  comer  of  John 
Johnstone^s  stone  house."  That  is  the  first  point,  the  starting 
point.  ^^  Thence  to  run  south  30  degrees  west>  38  feet  to  a 
stake  and  stones."  That .  is,  it  is  to  run  in  a  south-westerly 
direction  to  an  artificial  mark  that  had  been  placed  on  tbe  ground, 
a  stake  and  stones ;  *'  thence  north  60  degrees  west^  44  feet  more 
or  less," — and  now  come  the  words  which  have  been  the  subject  of 
so  much  contention : — "  so  as  to  leave  10  feet  of  a  passage  dear 
from  the  comer  of  the  said  William  Forbes's  stone  house."  Then 
it  goes  on,  "thence  50  feet  upon  an  oblique  line,  winding  to  leave 
10  feet  clear  past  the  end  of  the  said  WiUiam  Forbes' s  stone  honse 
for  the  benefit  of  both  parties,  to  a  stake  and  stones."  Now  the 
piece  of  ground,  which  was  the  subject  of  sale,  was  an  open  piece 
of  ground  to  be  separated  from  other  open  ground,  and  that  was 
done  by  means  of  lines  to  be  drawn  from  and  to  certain  fixed 
points ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  land  to  be  sold  to  Mcintosh  should  not  impinge  upon 
Forbes's  stone  house,  but  that  a  space  should  be  left  between  the 
land  to  be  sold  and  Forbes' s  house,  and  that  that  space,  running  up 
to  the  north-east,  should  be  10  feet,  so  as  to  form  a  passage  for  the 
common  benefit  of  both.  And,  in  order  to  draw  that  line,  the  des- 
cription is  given  that  **  thence  north,"  that  is,  the  line  is  to  be 
drawn  ''  north  60  degrees  west,  44  feet^  more  or  less,"  and  drawn 
"  so  as  to  leave  10  feet  of  a  passage  dear  from  the^  comer  of  the 


MoKat. 
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said  WiOiam  Fcrbe^s  stone  house."    It  must  stop  short  of  JPoties's       J.  o. 
stone  house  by  10  feet ;  and  then  the  next  description  shews  that       1873 
the  line  is  to  cnrTe,  so  as  to  get  round  the  comer,  and  when  it  has     moLian 
got  round  the  comer,  it  is  to  be  drawn,  still  leaving  10  feet,  to  the 
stake  and  stones  placed  at  a  further  point  in  a  direction  away  from 
Ju/ry  Street.    Nothing  is  there  said  about  a  passage  to  Jwry  Street, 
The  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Coiirt,  who  were  in  fietyour  of  the 
Bespondent;  seem  to  have  thought  that,  from  the  use  of  the  word 
''  passage,"  and  from  the  direction  to  draw  the  line  so  as  to  leave 
a  passage  10  feet  clear  from  the  comer  of  WiUiam  Farbes'e  stone 
house,  it  might  be  inferred,  taken  in  connection  with  the  clause  at 
the  end  of  the  description,  that  there  was  to  be  a  passage  left  to 
Jwy  Street.    It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  that  is  a  construc- 
tion which  is  not  warranted  by  the  words ;  that  the  Court  insert 
by  implication  that  which  the  parties  have  not  expressed,  and 
have  done  so  when  there  appears  little  reason  for  doing  it ;  be- 
cause in  that  part  of  the  description  the  parties  were  using  precise 
language.    They  had  put  down  stakes  and  stones  to  denote  the 
bounds  where  there  was  nothing  on  the  ground  to  denote  them. 
If  the  parties  had  wished  to  describe  a  passage  to  Jwry  Street^ 
which  was  a  well-known  street  at  that  time,  there  would  have  been 
no  difficulty  in  their  saying,  if  they  had  so  meant,  "  a  passage  of 
10  feet  by  the  front  of  the  house  to  Jurtf  Street,*'  but  that  they 
have  not  done.    After  directing  how  tbe  line  is  to  be  drawn  up  to 
the  south-east  point,  the  description  goes  on  to  get  the  remaining 
boundaries,  so  as  to  complete  the  boundaries  of  the  piece  of 
land  which  is  to  be  sold ;  *^  thence  north  30  degrees  east,  17  feet 
to  a  stake  and  stones," — another  artificial  point — ^'^and  thence 
south  60  degrees  east^  85  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning,  contain- 
ing 2627  area  feet  of  land,  be  the  same  more  or  less."    There  is 
thus  a  complete  description  of  the  lands  sold.    Then  comes  what 
appears  to  be  an  independent  covenant  or  agreement  between  the 
parties,  **  and  by  the  tme  intent  which  was  unanimously  agreed 
npon  between  the  parties  that  any  distance  which  may  remain 
westwardly  to  Jury  Street  should  never  be  hereafter  sold,  but  left 
for  the  common  benefit  of  both  parties  and  their  successors."    The 
words  are,  **  that  any  distance  which  may  remain."    Well,  remain 
after  what  ?    Tbe  natural  constmction  appears  to  be,  the  land 
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• 
J.  c.  whidi  may  remain  after  that  which  has  been  sold  has  been  de- 
lays ducted  from  the  whole  piece  of  land ;  that  is,  '^  which  may  remain*' 
M^^sAN  ^^^  ^hsA  has  been  sold^ ''  westwardly  to  Jury  Street,*'  that  is» 
^  westwardly  of  all  the  land  which  has  been  sold  down  to  Jury  Street; 
—  and  this,  it  is  admitted,  would  indnde  the  spot  upon  which  the 
Respondent's  house  has  been  placed. 

There  is  really  nothing  which  can  be  legitimately  called  in  aid 
to  assist  the  construction  of  this  deed.  The  subsequent  use  can 
hardly  be  relied  upon  to  construe  it ;  and  their  Lordships  thmk 
that  the  evidence  which  has  been  given  of  the  express  intention 
of  the  parties  was  not  admissible.  If  admissible,  the  eyidence 
given  by  the  nephew  of  the  original  vendor  seems  to  be  conclusive 
to  shew  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  the  piece  of 
land  in  dispute  should  come  within  the  operation  of  this  ckuaSi 
whatever  that  operation  may  ba  The  contention  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant  has  been,  at  the  Bcur  to-day,  what  it  originally  was 
before  the  Judge  in  Equity,  and  the  Judge  in  Equity  says^  in  his 
first  judgment,  **  The  Defendant  has  endeavoured  to  explain  the 
reservation  as  designed  to  give  a  passage  way  of  10  feet  from  the 
MeJnioeh  lot  to  Jury  Street  by  the  front  of  the  stone  house.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  language  to  support  this  idea ;  and  it  is  to  be 
noted  that  even  the  10  feet  vacancy  is  not  distinctly  reserved  for 
a  way,  and  in  the  reservation  under  consideration  not  a  word  is 
•said  of  right  of  way  or  of  access  to  Jury  Street'*  Their  Lord- 
ships think  that  in  that  passage  the  learned  Judge  in  Equity  gave 
the  true  answer  to  the  contention  of  the  Bespondent. 

The  second  question  relates  to  liie  character  of  the  clause  in  its 
legal  aspect  It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondent 
that  the  covenant  or  agreement  was  an  attempt  to  create  sern- 
tudes  which  the  law  would  not  allow.  Their  Lordships  have  felt 
some  difficulty  in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  respectLog  the  proper 
construction  to  be  given  to  this  clause  in  the  agreement  and  as  to 
what  it  was  the  parties  really  meant.  This  question,  also,  becomes 
one  of  construction.  If  construed  in  the  way  in  which  Mr.  Watkin 
WtUiama  sought  to  construe  it,  undoubtedly  the  agreement  would 
be  one  which  the  law  must  hold  to  be  invalid,  as  an  attempt  to 
deal  with  property  in  an  unauthorized  manner,  that  ia,  unauthorized 
by  the  rules  and  principles  which  govern  rights  in  real  property. 
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Bat  their  Lordahips  think  that  a  more  limited  ccmstTuction  is  the       J.  a 
reaaoimble  one.    The  words  are^  ''  and  by  the  tme  intent  which        1873 
was  onanimoosly  agreed  npon  between  the  parties,  that  any  dis^     iCoXjuir 
tanoe  which  may  remain  westwardly  to  Jury  Street  shonld  neyer     ^^^ 

be  hereafter  sold,  but  left  for  the  common  benefit  of  both  parties       

and  their  socceasors.''  It  was  scarcely  contended,  on  the  part  (tf 
the  Appellant^  that  a  perpetual  restriction  upon  the  sale  of  the 
land  would  be  valid ;  but  it  was  contended  that  that  part  of  the 
daase  might  be  separated  from  the  rest,  and  that  the  remainder 
created  a  restriction  which  the  law  would  recognise.  On  the  part 
of  the  Bespondaitk  it  really  was  not  denied  that  such  a  separation 
might  be  made.  The  construction  relied  upon  on  the  part  of  the 
Appellant  was,  that  this  clause  amounts  to  no  more  than  an  agree* 
Hient  that  the  piece  of  land  which  adjoined  the  house  of  Forbes 
and  the  land  which  he  had  sold  to  Melntosh  should  be  left  open  in 
the  state  in  which  it  then  was,  for  the  common  advantage  of  the 
parties.  The  clause  uses  no  technical  words.  It  is  written  in 
populat  language  which  unskilled  men  would  employ ;  and  read- 
ily the  language  in  its  ordinary  and  natural  sense,  the  intention  of 
the  parties  to  be  collected  from  it  apparently  is  that  the  space 
described  should  remain  as  it  was.  Of  course,  by  agreement  the 
subaequent  nae  aad  enjoyment  of  it  laight  be  in  any  way  ananged 
between  them ;  but,  as  far  as  the  legal  obligation  of  this  deed 
went^  the  restriction  amounted  to  ao  more  than  an  agreement  on 
the  part  of  Mr.  Forbes,  who  was  to  retain  the  ownership  of  the 
land,  to  leave  it  in  the  state  in  which  it  was. 

It  was  suggested  that  the  agreement  was  not  one  which  equity 
would  enforce,  because  it  was  not  declared  to  be  for  the  benefit  of 
the  land  which  the  Appellant  held.  Undoubtedly  the  clause  does 
not  say  in  terms  that  the  groimd  is  to  remain  open  for  the  benefit 
of  the  land  which  MelntoA  had  bought^  but  really  it  must  be 
implied.  There  could  be  no  object  in  stipulating  that  it  should 
be  left  open  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties,  unless  it  meant  for  the 
benefit  of  both  parties  as  owners  of  the  lands  which  adjoined  the 
plotb  Therefore  the  implication  is  natural  and  irresistible,  that 
when  the  parties  speak  of  leaving  this  piece  of  land  open  for  the 
common  benefit  of  both,  they  meant  for  the  common  benefit  of 
both  as  holders  of  the  adjoining  lands.    Undoubtedly  if  the  true 
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J.  C.        oonstraction  of  this  clause  had  been  that  the  parties  meant  that 

1873        there  should  be  a  common  use  of  the  plot,  and  a  common  partaking 

HoLbah     o^  the  profits  in  some  undefined  way,  that  would  be  an  indefinite 

HcKat.     ^^^  uncertain  agreement  relating  to  land  which  it  would  not  be 

possible  for  the  Court  to  enforce ;  but  construing  this  clause  as  an 

agreement  to  leave  the  land  open  for  the  advantage  of  the  two 
adjoining  proprietors,  it  falls  within  a  class  of  cases  which  are  well 
known,  and  which  have  been  frequently  before  the  Courts  in  this 
country. 

It  was  not  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  that  this  was 
a  covenant  which  would  run  with  the  land,  so  as  to  enable  the 
covenantee  to  maintain  an  action  in  a  Court  of  law  upon  it,  bat 
that  it  was  an  agreement  by  the  vendor,  selling  part  of  a  larger 
estate,  with  the  vendee,  affecting  the  enjo3rment  of  the  land  he 
sold,  and  putting  a  restriction  upon  himself  in  dealing  with  the 
land  he  retained.  That  it  was  an  agreement  affecting  the  lands 
of  both,  binding  those  who  might  hold  the  land  of  the  covenantor 
to  observe  the  obligation,  and  giving  a  right  to  those  who  held  the 
land  of  the  vendee,  in  whose  favour  the  obligation  was  made,  to 
enforce  it  This  contention  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  Lord 
Cottenham,  in  Tulk  v.  Moxhay  (1),  who  held  that  stch  a  contract 
created  an  equity  between  the  original  parties,  binding  all  who 
came  into  possession  derivatively  with  notice  of  it. 

Two  other  cases  have  been  referred  to  in  which  there  were 
agreements  to  keep  land  open  for  the  benefit  of  the  adjoining 
property,  and  in  which  those  holding  the  land,  for  the  benefit  of 
which  those  agreements  had  been  made,  were  held  to«be  entitled 
in  equity  to  enforce  them.  In  both  cases  the  agreements  described 
the  places  to  be  kept  open,  and  the  way  in  which  only  they  should 
be  used ;  but  there  was  no  express  mention  in  the  deeds  that  this 
was  for  the  benefit  of  the  property  sold ;  but  the  Court  had  no 
difficulty  in  finding  that  that  was  the  object  and  intention  of  the 
parties  who  entered  into  the  agreement.  These  are  the  cases  of 
Mcmn  V.  Stephens  (2) ;  Paichmg  v.  DvUbins  (3). 

If  their  Lordships  had  been  compelled,  in  construing  this  deed, 
to  hold  that  the  parties  intended  to  create  those  indefinite  rights 
of  property  or  easement  for  which  Mr.  Waihin  WiUiams  contended, 
(1)  2  Phill.  774.  (2)  15  Sim.  377.  (3)  Kay  1. 
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Dndoabtedly  their  judgment  must  have  been  different  from  that       J.  c. 
which  they  now  give ;  but  construing  the  clause  in  the  way  in       i873 
which  they  do,  simply  as  an  agreement  between  the  two  parties     mo£^ 
that  this  space  shall  be  kept  open  for  the  advantage  of  both  pro-     ^  ^ 

prietors,  they  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  one  which  does  not       

contravene  any  rule  of  law,  that  it  creates  an  equity  which  binds 
the  present  Bespondent,  and  that  the  Appellant  who  has  the  estate 
of  the  original  vendee  is  entitled  to  come  to  the  Court  of  Equity 
for  its  assistance  to  remove  the  structure  which  is  placed  upon  the 
land  in  violation  of  it 

The  declaration  of  the  Appellant  undoubtedly  does  not  put  his 
case  in  the  most  favourable  way  for  himself,  nor  quite  in  the  true 
way ;  but  the  C!ourts  below  have  not  decided  the  case  upon  that 
ground.  Their  Lordships  think  that  when  it  comes  here  upon 
appeal,  after  having  gone  through  the  ordeal  of  two  Courts  below, 
they  are  exercising  a  right  discretion  in  not  regarding  strictly  the 
precise  terms  of  the  pleadings,  and  in  deciding  the  case  upon  its 
merits. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  her  Majesty  to  reverse  the 
decree  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  to  order  that  in  lieu  thereof  the 
appeal  to  that  Court  from  the  Judge  in  Equity  be  dismissed  with 
costs.    The  Appellant  will  have  the  costs  of  this  appeals 

Bolioitors  for  the  Appellant :  SoUj  Turner  dk  Turner. 
Solidtors  for  the  Respondent :  Dau^es  &  Som. 
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J.  0*      JOHN  DOWARD,  and  JOHN  DICKSON,  the  I  ^pp^^^j^^^j^^ . 
1873  Owners  of  the  Barque  "ESTRELLA"  .    .f  ' 


May  24,  26.  AKD 

WILLIAM  LINDSAY,  the  Owner  op  the  Ship 
"WILLIAM  LINDSAY'' . 


Bespondekt. 


THE  "WILLIAM  LINDSAY." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY  OF 

ENGLAND  (1). 

CcUinon  in  ffarbowr-~Moorage^PreoafUum9  agaitut  Storm. 

A  yeBsel  in  port  was  moorad  to  »  buoy,  the  use  of  which  was  sanctioned  hf 
the  anthorities,  and,  a  stonn  being  expected,  she  also  bad  her  anchor  ready 
to  drop.  The  mooring  bnoy  broke  and  the  vessel  drifted.  She  attempted  to 
cast  anchor,  but  was  prevented  by  inevitable  accident.  She  came  into  colli- 
sion with  another  vessel  which  was  properly  moored : — 

ffdd^  that  the  first  vessel  had  not  oontribnted  by  negligence  to  the  colli- 
sion. 

Where  the  master  of  a  ship  takes  all  snch  precantioDs  as  a  man  of  otdinaiy 
prudence  and  skill,  exercising  reasonable  foresight,  wonld  use  to  avert  danger, 
his  owners  are  not  held  responsible  because  he  may  have  omitted  some 
possible  precaution  which  the  •event  suggests  that  he  might  have  resorted  to. 

When  the  authorities  of  a  port  permit  vessels  to  moor,  take  in  and  dis- 
chaige  cargo  at  a  certain  buoy,  it  must  be  assumed  that  they  sanction  the 
use  of  the  buoy  and  treat  it  as  a  proper  and  sufBcient  mooring  place. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
of  Enffhndf  pronounced  on  the  24th  of  January,  1878,  in  a  cause 
of  damage  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  barque  Edrdla, 
against  the  WiUiam  UndMy^  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  fumitore,. 
and  against  her  owners  intervening,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in 
respect  of  a  collision  between  the  said  two  vessels. 

The  Eitrella,  was  a  barque  of  about  499  tons  register,  and  the 
William  Lindsay  a  ship  of  970  tons  re^er. 

^  Pre$eni :— Sib  James  W.  Colvilk,  Sib  Babnbs  Peacock,  and  Sib  Moktague 
£.  Smith.  

(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moaref  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  prepa* 
ration  of  this  report. 
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The  collision  in  question  took  place  in  the  port  of  Valparaiso ,       j.  0. 
shortly  after  11  o'clock  A.H.,  on  the  23rd  of  September »  1871.  1873 

The  case  set  up  by  the  petition  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Esirdla     d^^bd 
was,  that  on  the  evening  of  the  22nd  and  morning  of  the  23rd  of    ^.^p^, 

September,  the  ErireHa  was  lying  safely  moored  in  the  harbour  of       

YalparaisOf  and  at  the  same  time  the  William  Lindsay  was  lying  «  William 
about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  to  the  northward  of  the  EstreUa,  ^^^' 
&8tened  to  a  buoy  in  the  harbour  by  her  starboard  cable^  from 
which  the  anchor  had  been  unshackled*  The  buoy  was  not  one 
of  the  buoys  belonging  to  the  port  authorities,  nor  intended 
nor  adapted  for  use  as  a  mooring  buoy,  and  was  not  on  the  usual 
mooting  ground.  On  the  evening  of  the  22nd  it  came  on  to  blow 
a  gale  from  the  north,  but  the  William  Lindsay  did  not  let  go  any 
anchor,  remaining  at  the  buoy  as  before  the  gale.  On  the  23rd  she 
became  detached  from  the  buoy,  and  began  to  drive  to  the  southward. 
Those  on  board  of  her  let  go  her  port  anchor  in  great  haste ;  but, 
when  about  30  fathoms  had  run  out,  the  cable  became  ^^  jammed  " 
in  the  windlass,  and,  continuing  to  drive  to  the  southward,  she 
struck  the  Edrdla  with  great  violence,  doing  her  much  damage. 

The  case  set  up  by  the  answer  filed  on  behalf  of  the  William 
Lindsay  was  as  follows : — *^  On  the  19th  of  September  the  WiOiam 
Lindsay  went  into  ValptMraiso  Bay  to  discharge  fifty  tons  of  coal,  and 
moored  to  a  buoy  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  bay  on  the  customary 
mooring  ground.    On  the  morning  of  the  20th  Her  Majesty's  ship 
SeatU  was  about  to  practise  with  shot,  and  the  William  Lindsay^ 
happening  to  be  in  the  line  of  fire,  was  ordered  by  the  port  autho- 
rities to  remove  to  the  western  side  of  the  bay  and  moor  to  a  buoy 
there.    This  she  accordingly  did,  mooring  by  30  fathoms'  length 
of  the  starboard  cable  to  a  buoy  not  belonging  to  the  port  autho- 
rities^  but  which  was  intended  and  adapted  for  use,  and  constantiy 
used  as  a  mooring  buoy  by  vessels  of  tlie  size  of  the  William 
Lindsay  using  the  said  harbour.  The  cable  of  the  William  Lindsay 
was  properly  made  fast  to  the  top  of  the  buoy,  and  30  fathoms  of 
the  cable  were  paid  out    The  Estrella  was  at  the  time  lying  moored 
iuHBhore,  at  a  discharging  berth  about  from  a  quarter  to  a  half  a 
mile  from,  and  bearing  S.  to  S.S.E.  of,  the  William  Lindsay. 
On  the  morning  of  the  23rd  of  the  said  month  of  September,  the 

William  Lindsay  was  still  lying  moored  as  aforesaid,  when  a  fresh 
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breeze  came  on  from  about  N J^.W*  to  N.,  with  a  sweU;  and  at 
about  3  A.M.^  when  the  wind  was  about  at  the  fireshest,  15  Caihoms 
more  chain  were,  as  a  matter  of  precaution^  paid  out  on  the 
starboard  cable. 

.  Shortly  after  11  A.M.  on  the  said  morning  the  wind  had  falleir 
considerably,  and  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  was  riding  easily,  when,  in' 
consequence  of  the  shackle-band  of  the  buoy  giving  way,  the 
William  Lindsay  went  adrift  The  port  anchor  of  the  WiOiam 
Lindsay,  which  was  in  readiness  to  let  go  with  a  proper  quantity 
of  chain  ranged  on  deck,  was  let  go  without  delay;  but  when 
about  20  fathoms  of  the  port  cable  had  run  out,  it  accidentally 
became  jammed  under  the  windlass ;  and  although  eyery  effort 
was  made  to  clear  it  by  th^  ctew  of  the  WiUiam  Lindsay^  they 
oaly  succeeded  in  getting  it  clear  just  as  the  William  Lindsay  was 
about  to  strike  the  EstreUa;  and  the  WiUiam  lAndsay  with  her 
starboard  side,  between  the  poop  and  mainrigging,  came  into  colli* 
sion  with  the  jibboom  and  bowsprit,  and  then  with  the  stem,  of  the 
Estrdla. 

The  Bespondent  alleged  that  the  said  collision  was,  so  far  as  the 
WiUiam  Lindsay  was  concerned,  an  inevitable,  accident 

Evidence  having  been  taken,  on  the  24th  of  January,  1873,  the 
Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  who  was  assisted  by  two 
Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  C!orporation,  gave  judgment  pro- 
nouncing that  the  said  collision  was  the  result  of  inevitable  accident^ 
and  dismissed  the  Defendants,  but  made  no  order  as  to  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  EsireOa  appealed. 

Mr.  0.  F.  Butt,  Q.C.,  iemd  Mr.  J7.  Davison,  for  the  Appel- 
lants : — 

The  £Etct  of  the  collision  with  a  ship  at  its  moorings  makes  a  prima 
facie  case  of  negligence  against  the  William  Lindsay,  and  throws 
upon  her  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  defect  in  the  buoy  could  Mt 
have  been  discovered  with  ordinary  care :  The  Egyptian  (1). 

The  buoy  was  only  a  private  buoy.  The  master  of  the  WHUom 
Lindsay  ought  to  have  examined  the  buoy,  and  had  ^o  right  to 
treat  it,  without  examination,  as  if  it  had  been  a  part  of  his  own 
mooring-chain.    She  ought  to  have  actually  let  go  her  anchor  at 

(1)  2  Mar.  L.  Cft.  (O.S.)  56. 
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once,  and  the  ship  was  already  in  default  when  the  jamming  took 
place.     1%6  Volcano  (1). 
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The  AdmirdUy  AdvoocUe  (Dr.  Deane^  Q«0.),  and  Mr.  Olarison 
(with  whom  was  Mr.  Deane),  for  the  Bespondents  h— 

The  buoy  was  sanctioned  by  the  authorities,  and  was  a  public  <<  willtax 
tmd  proper  mooring-place.  The  WiUiam  Lindsay  took  every  L^^^^-** 
reasonable  precaution. 

Mr.  BtM,  in  reply. 

Sib  Montaque  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  a  case  of  collision  which  occurred  at  Valparaiso  on  the 
23rd  of  September,  1871.  On  that  day  the  WiUiam  Lindsay, 
a  steam-vessel  of  the  Bespondent%  was  driven  against  the 
EstreUa,  a  barque  of  about  500  tons,  belonging  to  the  Appel- 
lants, doing  her  considerable  damage.  The  Estrella  was  lying  in 
the  harbour  at  the  usual  mooring  place  for  vesseb  to  discharge 
cargo.  She  was  moored  in  the  usual  way,  with  two  anchors  out 
at  the  bow,  and  one  at  the  stem.  She  was  in  a  position  of  entire 
safety,  and  undoubtedly  no  fault  can  be  attributed  to  her.  The 
WHUam  Lindsay'waa  driven  against  her  by  the  force  of  the  wind, 
and  did  her  the  damage  complained  of.  The  question  is,  whether 
the  injury  which  was  done  to  the  Esirdla  by  the  WiUiam  Lindsay 
was  the  result  of  an  accident  which  ordinary  care  could  not  have 
averted,  or  whether  it  was  due  to  any  want  of  care  and  skill  on  the 
part  of  the  WiUiam  Lindsay. 

The  WiUiam  Lindsay  entered  the  port  on  the  19th  of  Septem- 
ber, and  she  was  moored  by  the  tug  which  brought  her  into  the 
port  at  one  of  the  buoys  which  belonged  to  the  steam-tug  com- 
pany.  It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  there  are  several  of  these 
booys  in  the  port»  and  that  it  is  usual,  when  vessels  are  towed  into 
the  port^  to  moor  them  to  these  buoys^  that  when  they  discharge 
cargo  they  are  moved  usually  to  mooring-berths,  which  are  appro- 
priated to  the  dischai^e  and  taking  in  of  cargo,  but  that  it  occurs 
at  timee^  where  a  small  quantity  only  of  cargo  is  to  be  discharged 
or  taken  in,  the  port  authorities  allow  it  to  be  done  at  some  of 

(1)  2  W.  Rob.  387. 


342 


CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL. 


[L.B. 


J.C. 
1«73 


DOWARD 

Lua>8AT. 


Thb 

"William 

LlNDflAT." 


these  mooring-buoys.  On  the  19th  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  came  in 
and  was  so  moored.  On  the  20th9  the  following  day»  one  of  her 
Majesty's  vessels,  the  Scout,  which  happened  to  be  in  the  port^  was 
about  to  practise  with  shotted  guns,  and  the  WiUiam  Lindsay  was 
in  the  line  of  fil^.  It  was  necessary^  therefore,  that  she  should  be 
moved,  and  it  would  appear  that  she  was  moved  by  the  order  of 
the  Captain  of  the  Port  to  another  buoy  belonging  to  the  Steam- 
Tug  Company  on  the  other  side  of  the  port  This  being  done,  she 
fSeistened  her  cable  to  the  buoy,  and  she  rode  there  from  the  20th 
of  September  until  the  23rd,  when  the  collision  took  place. 

It  seems  that  on  the  23rd  a  strong  breeze,  some  of  the  witnesses 
say  a  gale,  arose,  and  blew  with  considerable  strength.  It  was 
what  is  known  in  the  port  as  a  "  norther,"  a  wind  very  well  known, 
and  undoubtedly  a  wind  which  blows  with  considerable  violence, 
and  usually  for  some  length  of  time.  The  vessel  rode  out  the 
greater  part  of  the  gale,  and  she  rode  safely  until  the  gale  had 
moderated ;  but  there  was,  after  the  gale  had  moderated,  a  heavy 
swell,  and  during  that  time  the  accident  occurred  which  has  given 
occasion  for  the  present  suit. 

The  accident  was,  that  the  iron  band  wliich  was  round  the  buoy, 
and  in  which  there  was  a  shackle  to  which  the  ship's  cable  was  at- 
tached, broke.  Of  course  the  ship  was  no  longer  held  by  tJie  buoy, 
and  she  began  to  drift.  Now  at  the  time  that  she  so  began  to 
drift  before  the  wind  she  had  her  anchor  ready  to  let  go ;  and  it 
appears  that,  without  any  delay,  and  as  promptly  as  they  well 
could,  her  crew  let  go  the  anchor,  and  were  paying  out  the  chain 
when  the  windlass  became  jammed.  The  consequence  was  that 
the  anchor  did  not  touch  the  ground,  and  she  drifted  until  she 
came  into  collision  with  the  EstreOa*  Now  no  blame  is  imputed  to 
the  WiUiam  Lindsay  for  that  jamming  of  the  chain.  It  appears 
from  the  evidence,  and  was  so  found  by  the  learned  Judge  below, 
that  the  windlass  was  a  proper  one,  that  there  were  the  usual 
appliances,  that  the  chain  was  good,  and  that  the  men  had  done 
nothing  wrong  in  the  way  they  had  handled  it.  It,  therefore, 
was  a  purely  accidental  circumstance  that  the  anchor  did  not  tind 
its  way  to  the  ground  ;  and  if  it  had  found  its  way  to  the  ground 
there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  ship  would  have  been  brought 
up,  and  this  collision  would  not  have  occurred. 
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These  being  the  facts,  the  question  arises  whether  there  was  any 
negligence  in  what  was  done  or  omitted  to  be  done  on  board  this 
yessel.  Now,  the  master  is  bound  to  take  all  reasonable  pre- 
cautions to  preyent  his  ship  doing  damage  to  others.  It  would  be 
going  too  far  to  hold  his  owners  to  be  responsible,  because  he  may 
have  omitted  some  possible  precaution  which  the  event  suggests 
he  might  have  resorted  to.  The  true  rule  is  that  he  must  take  all 
SQch  precautions  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  and  skill, 
exercising  isasonable  foresight,  would  use  to  avert  danger  in  the 
circumstances  in  which  he  may  happen  to  be  placed.  In  this  case 
the  immediate  cause  of  the  mischief  was  the  breaking  of  the  band 
on  the  buoy,  and  it  is  said  that  the  WUUam  Lindsay  must  be 
responsible  for  that  breaking,  because  the  master  had  chosen  to 
moor  her  to  it,  and  to  treat  it,  without  examination,  as  if  it  was 
his  own  mooring-chain. 

Their  Lordships  consider  that  that  is  not  the  correct  view  of  the 
question.  The  first  question  is,  whether  there  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  master  in  availing  himself  of  the  use  of  the  buoy ; 
and  in  order  to  see  whether  there  was  such  negligence  or  not,  it  is 
necessary  to  ascertain  what  was  the  nature  of  the  buoy,  and  how  it 
was  used  and  sanctioned.  Now  it  appears  that  it  was  one  of 
several  buoys  which  had  long  been  laid  down  in  the  port  by  the 
steam  tug  company.  It  was  undoubtedly  [under  the  care  of  a 
private  company,  as  far  as  can  be  collected  from  the  evidence ;  but 
the  mooring  of  ships  to  these  buoys  is  sanctioned  by  the  tathorities 
in  the  port.  It  must  be  assumed  that  when  they  give  permission 
to  vessels  to  moor  at  them,  not  only  when  they  come  into  the 
port,  but  occasionally  to  take  in  and  discharge  cargo,  that  they 
sanction  the  use  of  these  buoys,  and  treat  them  as  proper  and 
sufficient  mooring  places  for  vessels  frequenting  the  port.  That 
being  the  state  of  the  case  as  regards  these  buoys,  their  Lordships 
cannot  think  that  there  was  anything  like  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  master  of  the  William  Lindsay  in  mooring  at  one  of  them 
without  examining  for  himself  whether  there  might  be  latent 
defects  in  it.  These  questions  of  negligence  must  be  decided  by 
what  a  prudent  and  skilful  seaman  would  do  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  by  what  he  is  able  to  do.  It  is  obvious  that  no  man, 
however  prudent  and  however  desirous  to  be  on  the  safe  side. 
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J.  0.       would  be  able  to  examine  these  buoys,  so  as  to  discover  whether 

1873       there  were  latent  defects  in  them  or  not.    He  must,  to  a  certaia 

P^^^^     extent,  trust  to  the  sanction  which  has  been  given  to  them  by  the 

,    *•         authorities  of  the  port.    No  doubt  that  would  not  absolve  him 

from  all  further  precaution*    He  ought  not  implicitly  to  trust  to 

"WiLUAK  that  which  he  cannot  to  a  certainty  know  is  a  safe  buoy,  and  be 
^'""^^"  ought  to  take  reasonable  precautions,  in  the  event  of  its  not  hold- 
ing him,  to  bri^g  up,  and  secure  himself  from  dang^.  Xbek 
Lordships  think,  however,  upon  this  first  question,  that^  there  m» 
no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master  in  mooring  to  the  buoy, 
and  not  discovering  the  defect  which  undoubtedly  led  to  the 
accident. 

Then  the  next  question  is,  whether,  haying  moored  to  this  buoy, 
Jie  ought  to  have  taken  any  other  precaution  than  he  did.  Now, 
it  is  scarcely  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants  that  the 
master  need  have  done  more  in  ordinary  weather  than  fasten  his 
chain  as  he  did  to  the  buoy ;  but  it  is  suggested  that  when  the 
gale  came  on,  and  when  he  found  it  was  likely  to  continue,  he 
should  have  taken  the  further  precaution  of  letting  gQ  his  anchor, 
*-*not  only  of  keeping  it  prepared  to  take  the  ground,  but  that  he 
ought  to  have  let  it  down,  and  given  that  further  security  to  his 
ship.  Undoubtedly  that  is  a  question  well  worthy  of  XK>n8ideratioD, 
but  it  is  a  question  which  depends  entirely  upon  practical  seaman- 
ship ;  and  their  Lordships  upon  that  question  have  thought  it  right 
to  consult  the  nautical  assessors,  whose  valuable  assistance  they 
have,  and  to  put  the  question  to  them  very  much  in  the  way  in 
which  Dr.  LmhingUm  put  a  similar  question  to  the  Trinity  Masters 
in  the  case  of  The  Volcano  (1),  which  was  relied  on  by  the  Appel- 
lants. In  that  case  the  Ydoano  was  not  moored  to  a  mooring  buoy^ 
but  she  had  a  small  cmchor  dropped,  and  a  large  anchor  ready  to  let 
go.  The  question  Dr.  Lushingion  put  to  the  Trinity  Masters  was 
this :  *^  How  far  there  was  an  immediate  necessity  or  otherwise  for 
dropping  the  second  anohor,  is  not  the  real  question  in  this  case* 
The  question  is^  whether  it  would  not  have  been  a  prudent  and 
proper  precaution  to  have  done  so.  I  do  not  mean  that  you  are 
to  strain  the  matter;  but,  considering  the  feu^ts  of  the  case  with 
reference  to  the  position  of  the  Eden,  the  state  of  the  wind,  and 

(1)  2  w.  Bob.  aa:. 


V. 

LnrDSAT. 


VOL.  y.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL,  845 

all  the  ciicumstanceSy  you  will  have  to  determine  how  far  it  is  a       j.  c. 
measoie  which  men  acquainted  with  nautical  affairs  ought,  in       i878 
ordinary  prudence,  to  have  adopted."    The  nautical  assessors,  iu     i)^^]> 
answer  to  the  question  put  to  them,  haye  informed  their  Lord- 
ships that  they  think  it  was  a  better  course  for  the  master  of  the 

Thx 

WiBiam  Lindsay  to  have  kept  his  anchor,  as  it  was,  prepared  to  «  wilua v 
be  let  go,  than,  when  the  storm  came  on,  to  have  dropped  it ;  that  ^'""^^^' 
it  is  not  usual  nor  safe,  when  vessels  are  riding  at  mooring-buoys 
with  the  length  of  cable  which  this  vessel  had  out,  to  drop  an 
anchor.  The  more  usual  and  practical,  and,  as  they  think,  the 
better  course,  is  to  keep  the  anchor  ready  to  let  go  in  case  of 
accldeni  That  opinion  having  been  given  to  their  Lordships  by 
g«aiUemen  of  iiautical  experience,  they  think  it  detenninee  the 
second  question  in  the  case  in  favour  of  the  Bespondents,  It  is 
dear  that  the  WiUiarn  Lindsay  had  her  anchor  ready  to  let  go, 
that  she  did  all  that  was  possible  to  effect  that  manoeuvre  and  to 
drop  the  anchor,  and  she  did  not  succeed  in  that  operation  by 
reason  only  of  an  inevitable  accident. 

Under  these  circumstances  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  C!ourt  is  rights  viz. 
that  no  negligence  can  be  imputed  to  the  Wittiam  Lindsay. 

The  result  will  be  that  they  wiU  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal 
with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  W.  W.  Wynne. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Totter  db  Sans. 
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ON  APPEAL  PBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  GIBRALTAR  (1). 

JurtBcUction  qf  Supreme  Court  <^  Oibrattar^^Procedure  (/  that  Court-^Conirad 
to  cidvanoe  Money — Specific  Performance — Damagee — 71  A  22  Vid.  c.  27. 

Though  the  Supreme  Court  of  Gihraltar  may  be  bound,  in  administering 
ktw,  to  follow  the  principles  which  govern  English  Courts  of  Law,  and,  in 
administering  equity,  to  follow  the  principles  whieh  govern  English  Goorts 
of  Equity,  yet,  where  a  suit  for  specific  performance  is  commenced  before  it, 
and  it  is  found  that  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  taken  proceediDgs  in 
equity,  but  at  law,  for  damages  in  respect  of  a  breach  of  contract,  the  Court 
may,  amending  the  pleadings  if  necessary,  continue  the  case  as  if  the  Flsin- 
tiff  had  brought  an  action  for  damages. 

A  Gibraltar  firm  entered  into  a  contract  with  A.  B,^  of  Jlgeeirae^  in  Spain^ 
in  consideration  of  certain  property  having  been  transferred  to  them,  to  open 
a  credit  in  his  favour  to  the  extent  of  |9400,  and  to  honour  his  drafts  to  that 
amount.  After  advancing  him  some  sums  of  money,  they  refused  to  aooept 
a  bill  for  |1000  drawn  upon  them  by  him,  and  subsequently  refused  to  make 
^  any  further  advances.  Proceedings  in  equity  were  thereupon  commenced  by 
him  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  OibraUar  to  enforce  a  specific  perfonnanoe  of 
the  contract,  and  to  obtain  an  award  of  damages  under  the  21  &  22  "^t. 
c.  27,  for  the  non-performance  of  the  contract : — 

HM^  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  decree  the  specific  performance  of  a 
mere  agreement  to  advance  money.  Moreover,  that  that  being  so^  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  award  damages.  However,  the  Court  of  CUbraUar  might 
have  proceeded  with  the  case  as  if  it  had  been  commenced  as  an  action  at 
law. 

On  its  being  contended  that  the  cause  of  action  won}d  be  merely  the 
breach  of  an  agreement  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  and  that  accordingly  nothing 
could  be  recovered  by  way  of  damage  but  the  principal  money  contzacted  to 
be  paid  and  interest,  it  was 

HM^  that,  inasmuch  s^  the  contract  was  a  special  one,  whereby  the  finn 
became  bound  to  honour,  out  of  moneys  agreed  to  be  placed  by  them  to  his 


*  Preeent : — Sib  Jambs  W.  Colvilb,  Sib  Babkes  Pkaoock,  Sib  Montague 
£.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 


(1)  The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore^  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  the  pre- 
paration of  this  report 
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credit,  the  drafts  of  A,  J9.  up  to  a  certain  amoont,  he  was  entitled  to  general        j.  o. 
and  substantial  damages  for  the  breach  of  it. 

On  its  being  questioned  whether  the  Court  of  Gibraltar  had  juris .liction  in 
the  case,  it  was  Labiob 

Edd^  that  it  had  jorisdiction.  Bokaht 

1  HE  facts  of  this  case  are  safficiently  set  forth  in  the  judgment. 

» 

The  Respondent's  claim  in  respect  of  various  items  of  damage, 
alleged  to  have  been  incurred  through  the  breach  of  the  contract 
entered  into  with  the  Appellant,  amounted  to  $29,062.6.  The 
amount  allowed  by  the  assessors  was  $6075 : — 

Item  1. — Claim  for  $15 ;  amount  allowed,  $5.  ^^  Expense  of 
protesting,  and  other  expenses  incidental  to  the  dishonouring  of 
the  biU  for  $1000,  and  refusal  of  the  Appellant  to  supply  Bespon- 
dent  with  further  funds." 

Item  7.— Claim  for  $1310 ;  amount  allowed,  $670.  "*  Loss  at 
the  rate  of  $2  per  quintal  on  the  sale  of  670  quintals  of  cork  to 
Juan  B.  Porehy  which  cork  Plaintiff  was  forced  to  sell  at  a  reduced 
price  to  raise  money  in  consequence  of  the  Defendant's  breach  of 
contract." 

Item  12.— Claim  for  $500 ;  amount  allowed,  $400.  "  Journeys 
to  OtbrdUar  from  Algeeiraa  and  back  during  this  suit,  and  in  rela^ 
tion  thereto,  to  see  and  consult  with  the  Plaintiff's  legal  advisers ; 
expenses  at  the  King's  Arms  Eotd  during  the  hearing  of  the  case, 
and  payment  to  Francisco  Cevico  for  his  journeys  trom^Tarifa  to 
OibraUar  as  Plaintiff's  witness,  and  his  loss  of  time,  &c." 

Item  13.— Qaim  for  $8000 ;  amount  allowed,  $5000.  "  For 
general  damages  for  Plaintiff's  personal  discredit  and  other  loss 
sustaiaed  between  August,  1867,  and  June,  1870,  in^consequence  of 
the  Defendants'  neglect  and  refusal  to  supply  Plaintiff  with  the 
fands  they  had  contracted  to  supply  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  which 
they  had  in  their  possession  in  their  then  capacity  as  Plaintiff's 
bankers." 

The  SdieUor-Qeneral  (Sir  0.  Jessd,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  K  Humphreys, 
for  the  Appellant : — 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Cf^aUar  has  no  jurisdiction  with  refer- 
ence to  a  breach  of  this  contract :  AUhusen  v.  Malgarqo  (1). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Q.  B.  340. 
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J.  G.  Moreover,  the  application  is  for  the  specific  performance  of  an 

1873        agreement  to  lend  money.    A  Court  of  Equity  will  not  decree  the 

j^^^Qg      specific  performance  of  an  agreement  of  this  kind:  Bogen  v 

BokIrt     f^!^^^  (^)  9  Sichd  y.  Mosenthal  (2).    And  where  a  suit  fixr  specific 

T  GcBVTY.   performance  will  not  lie,  a  Court  of  Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to 

award  damages  under  the  21  and  22  Yict  c.  27 :  Lewera  ▼•  Earl  of 

Shafleabury  (8).   The  Appellant's  suit  ought  therefore  to  have  been 

dismissed. 

The  interlocutory  decree  was,  in  efiTect^  a  declaration  of  what  the 
Court  considered  to  be  due  from  the  Appellant  at  the  date  of  the 
decree,  on  the  footing  of  the  agreement.  This  decree  declared 
that  $1218  Ir.  50o.  was  due  from  the  Appellant  to  the  Bespon- 
dent.  But  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  the  repayment  of  the 
$2500,  with  iaterest.  Thus  there  was  a  balance  in  &YOUr  of  the 
Appellant. 

With  regard  to  the  amount  of  damages,  there  was  no  special 
contract,  there  was  only  a  common  agreement  to  lend  money ;  and 
in  such  a  case  only  the  principal  money,  agreed  to  be  paid,  and 
interest  can  be  recovered.  The  Bespondent  is  not  entitled  to 
general  damages  in  respect  of  the  breach  of  the  agreement. 

<    Mr.  Biffhy,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

The  contract  was  something  more  than  an  agreement  to  lend 
money ;  there  was  an  out  and  out  conveyance  of  property  with  a 
proviso  for  re-purchase :  WiUiams  v.  Owen  (4) ;  MeSar  v.  Lees  (5) ; 
Perry  v.  Meadowcroft  (6) ;  Alderson  v.  White  (7).  The  Appellant 
contracted  to  place  the  purchase-money  to  the  credit  of  the 
Bespondent,  and  to  honour  his  drafts.  The  contract  being  of  this 
character,  a  Court  of  Equity  will  entertain  a  suit  for  specific  per- 
formance. Moreover,  this  is  a  case  for  damages  under  the  21  & 
22  Yict  c.  27,  and  even  without  the  aid  of  the  Act :  Phelps  v. 
Prothero  (8). 

Even  if  a  suit  in  equity  would  not  lie,  nevertheless  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Oibraltar  administers  both  law  and  equity,  and  the  pro- 

(1)  27  Beav.  175.  (6)  2  Atk.  494. 

(2)  30  Beav.  37L  (6)  4  Beav,  197. 

(3)  Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  270.  (7)  2  De  G.  &  J.  97. 

(4)  5  My.  &  Cr.  303.  .    (8)  7  De  a.  M.  &  G.  722. 
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oedare  is  much  the  same  in  both ;  the  prooeedii^  in  eqnity  wonid  J.  0. 
not  be  stayed,  but  the  case  would  proceed  as  if  it  had  been  com-  ists 
menced  as  an  action  ftt  law.  "  huam 

With  r^^ard  to  the  damages,  the  contract  was  a  special  one,  to  bokavt 
place  certain  sums  to  the  Bespondent's  credit  and  to  honour  his  ^  Qviuenr*; 
drafts  up  to  a  certain  amount  He  is  th^efore  entitled  to  some* 
thing  more  than  the  money  agreed  to  be  paid — to  general  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract:  MstrtMi  y.  WiXUaiM  (1);  Rdin  v. 
Simard  (2) ;  JPrAik  v.  Eayai  Bank  of  Liverpocl  (3) ;  Boyd  y. 
FiU  (4);  Oe$  y.  LcmcoBhire  and  YorkMr6  Bodhoag  Company  (5) ; 
Adams  y.  Midla/nd  BaUway  Company  (6) ;  BritiA  OolunMa  8aui 
MHU  G&mpany  y.  NetOeMp  (7). 

Tbe  Supreme  C!ourt  of  OibraUar  has  jurisdiction  in  a  case  of 
this  kind:  jBd  Pollard  (8) ;  Durham  y.  SpMoe  (9> 

[Reference  was  made  to  IH  Bora  y.  PhBKps  (10);  SmUk  y» 
Chuld  {11) ;  Piekering  y.  Siephemon  (12),  as  shewing  the  rules  l>y 
which  an  English  Court  ought  to  be  goyemed  in  construing  a 
foreign  contract] 

Their  Lordships' judgment  was  now  deliyered.by  187S 

Sir  Jakes  W.  CoLyiLE : —  May  s. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  OibraUar.  The 
Appellant  is  the  surviving  partner  of  a  firm  which  carried  on 
business  at  CHbraUar  under  the  style  of  Lartoe  Brothers.  The 
Bespondent  is  a  Spaniard  living  at  AlffeeirqSy  who,  in  1867,  was 
engaged  in  some  kind  of  trade  or  business  there^  as  an  exporter  of 
bark,  cork,  and  other  produce. 

By  the  latest  of  the  decrees  under  appeal,  which  bore  date  the 
29th  of  June,  1870,  and  was  the  final  decree  in  the  cause,  the 
Appellant  and  his  late  partner  were  ordered  to  pay  to  the  Bespon- 
dent  the  suna  of  6095  hard  dollars  money  of  OtbraJtar  for  special 
and  general  damages,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  $1218  Ir.  50<?., 

(1)  1  B.  &  Ad.  415.  (7)  Law  Sep.  3  0.  P.  506. 

(2)  14  C.  B.  595.  (8)  Mont.  Ss  Ch.  239. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  92.  (9)  Law  Rep.  6  Ex.  46. 

(4)  14  Ir.  0.  L.  Rep.  43.  (10)  10  H.  L.  0.  624. 

(5)  6  S.  &  N.  211.  (11)  4  Moo.  P.  0.  21. 

(6)  31  L.  J.  (Ex.)  35.  (12)  Law  Rep.  14  Eq.  322. 
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awarded  to  the  Bespondent  by  an  earlier  and  interlocutory  decree, 
dated  the  8rd  of  December,  1869,  making  in  all  the  full  sum 
of  $7293  Ir.  500.,  and  also  the  taxed  costs  of  the  suit 

The  appeal  against  this  final  decree  was  preferred  in  the 
ordinary  way ;  and  the  Appellant  afterwards  obtained  firom  Her 
Majesty  in  Council  leaye  to  include  in  his  appeal  the  interlocutory 
decree  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1869. 

By  this  last-mentioned  decree  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme 

Court  declared  that,  under  the  several  contracts  and  agreements 

mutually  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  the 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  from  the  Defendants  the  two 

several  sums  or  advances  of  $2500  and  $6900,  making  together  a 

total  amount  of  $9400.    He  then  stated  an  account  by  which  it 

was  made  to  appear  that  there  remained  due  from  the  Defendants 

to  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  balance  of  the  said  account,  the  sum  of 

$1218  In  50c.,  which  he  ordered  the  Defendants  to  pay  to  the 

Plaintiff  within  one  month  from  the  date  of  the  service  upon  them 

of  the  order.    And  then,  after  reciting  that  the  Plaintiff  had 

sustained  loss  and  damage  by  reason  of  the  non-performance  of 

the  contract,  and  that  the  equities  of  the  case  were  not  sufficiently 

met  by  the  above  decree  for  specific  performance^  he  ordered  that 

it  should  be  referred  to  the  Assessors  of  the  Supreme  Court  before 

the  Court  itself  to  inquire  into  and  assess  the  damages  so  sustained 

by  the  Plaintiff. 

A  protracted  inquiry  subsequently  took  place  before  the  Chief 
Justice  and  three  assessors,  which  resulted  in  the  assessment  of 
the  damages  at  the  sum  of  $6075,  and  the  final  decree  above 
mentioned. 

The  suit,  therefore,  was  framed  as  an  equity  suit  for  the  specific 
performance  of  an  alleged  contract,  and  for  damages  for  the  breach 
of  it;  the  latter  relief  being  obtained  by  proceedings  similar  to 
those  which  are  had  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  under  Lord  Caimis 
Act  (1). 

Before  they  consider  the  objections  which  have  been  taken  to 
these  decrees,  and  to  the  proceedings  which  lead  to  them,  their 
Lordships  will  shortly  review  the  transactions  out  of  which  the  suit 
arose,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  was  the  true  nature  of  the 

(1)  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  27. 
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contract  between  the  parties,  and  what  were  the  rights  that  flowed       j.  c. 
from  it  1873 

In  June,  1867,  the  Bespondent  applied  to  Larios  Brothers  for  a  lI^ 
loan  of  money.  There  had  been  former  transactions  between  bonInt 
them,  and  the  amount  of  the  balance  due  from  him  in  respect  of  ^  Oi^bett. 
those  transactions  which  had  previously  been  the  subject  of  di^ 
pate  was  in  the  course  of  the  negotiation  for  the  loan  settled  at 
$3337  4r.  500.  On  the  80th  of  June,  1867,  the  Bespondent  and 
Don  Pablo  Larioa  EerreroSf  the  then  senior  partner  of  Larios 
Brothers^  appeared  before  a  notary  at  Algeciras  and  executed  three 
notarial  instruments.  By  the  first  of  these  Larios  Brothers  bound 
themselves  to  advance  by  way  of  loan  to  the  Bespondent  the  sum 
of  $2500,  opening  for  him  a  credit  in  account  current  on  their  firm 
at  OUbTaUar^  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum ; 
he  pledging  to  them  by  way  of  security  his  stock-in-trade,  actual 
and  future,  and  giving  them  power  to  inspect  his  books,  so  as  to 
assure  themselves  of  the  right  investment  of  the  ftmds  advanced. 
By  this  investment  the  Bespondent  also  bound  himself  to  settle  the 
balance  due  on  this  account  every  three  months  and  to  pay  the  out- 
standing balance  on  demand. 

The  second  instrument  purported  to  be  a  sale  to  Messrs.  Larios 
Brothers  of  certain  landed  property  belonging  to  the  Bespondent 
in  consideration  of  $2100  (of  which  the  receipt  was  admitted) ; 
with  a  condition  for  the  rescission  of  the  sale,  if  within  five  years 
the  Bespondent  should  repay  the  consideration  money,  and  a  stipu- 
lation that,  during  the  five  years,  the  seller  was  to  continue 
to  receive  the  rents  and  other  proceeds  naturally  arising  from  the 
property. 

The  third  instrument,  which  was  executed  by  the  Bespondent's 
wife,  as  well  as  by  the  before-mentioned  parties,  purported  to  be  a 
sale  by  her  to  Messrs.  Larios  of  certain  property  belonging  to  her 
in  consideration  of  $4900  (the  receipt  whereof  was  also  admitted) 
upon  a  like  condition  for  rescission,  and  with  a  similar  stipulation  ' 
for  the  intermediate  possession. 

The  first  instrument,  so  fsu*  as  it  went,  stated  the  true  nature  of 
the  contract  between  the  parties.  Not  so  the  other  two.  These 
were  on  the  face  of  them  conditional  sales,  for  which  the  full  con- 
sideration was  admitted  to  have  been  paid.  But,  in  truth,  no  money 
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passed  on  either  of  them,  and  the  real  contract  was  that  stated 
in  paragraphs  4  and  5  of  the  Bespondent's  petition  in  the  nature 
of  a  bill  of  complaint,  and  admitted  by  the  fomth  and  fifth  para- 
graphs of  the  plea  and  answer  of  the  Appellant  and  his  late 
partner ;  being  in  &ct  an  agreement  that  Messrs.  Larias  BroOien 
should  make  further  advances  to  the  Bespondent  to  the  amount  of 
$6900  dollars  over  and  above  the  $2500  upon  the  security  of  the 
property  comprised  in  the  two  instruments  of  conditional  sale/ 
debiting  him  with  the  old  balance  of  $3873  4r.  50e.  as  part  of 
such  adyance&  A  question  was  raised  by  the  Bespondent  whether 
interest  was  chargeable  on  the  $6900  when  advanced,  but  their 
Lordships,  considering  the  stipulations  that  the  rents  of  the  pro- 
perty comprised  in  the  two  deeds  of  conditional  sale  were  to  he 
received  as  before  by  the  so-called  vendors,  have  no  doubt  that 
the  whole  account  was,  as  found  by  the  Court  below,  to  carry  in- 
terest at  6  per  cent. 

Nor,  after  fiill  consideration  of  the  pleadings  and  evidenee,  and 
of  the  arguments  addressed  to  them,  do  they  find  any  reason  to 
dissent  from  the  conclusion  of  the  Court  below  that  the  general 
effect  of  the  arrangement  was  to  impose  upon  the  Defendants  the 
obligation  of  opening  a  credit  in  fsrvour  of  the  Bespondent  to  the 
extent  of  $9400,  and  of  honouring  his  drafts  to  that  amount  less 
the  old  balance  of  $3374  4r.  500.  with  which  he  was  to  be  debited 
in  account. 

Between  the  30th  of  July  and  the  4th  of  August,  1867,  they 
had  advanced  to  him  the  whole  of  the  $2500,  and  sundry  other 
sums ;  but  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  to  doubt  that  at  the  latter 
date,  after  debiting  him  in  account  with  those  advances,  with  the 
old  balance,  and  with  the  interest  on  both,  they  had  in  their  hands, 
undrawn,  a  balance  of  the  $9400,  which  considerably  exceeded  the 
sum  of  $1000. 

On  that  day  they  refused  to  accept  a  bill  for  $1000,  drawn  upon 
them  by  him  in  favour  of  one  Manuel  Chmez,  and  the  bill  was 
accordingly  protested.  This,  and  their  subsequent  refusal  to  make 
any  further  advances  to  him  are  the  alleged  breaches  of  the  agree- 
ment in  respect  of  which  the  Bespondent  brought  the  suit  out  of 
which  this  appeal  has  arisen. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  a  question  was  raised  whether 
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the  Court  at  GtbraUar  had  jurisdiction  to  entertain  any  suit       J.C. 
to  enforce  the  contract  between  the  parties.    This  objection,  how-        1878 
eyer,  was  hardly  pressed ;  and  it  seems  to  their  Lordships  perfectly      Labios 
clear  that,  if  the  contract  were  such  as  is  above  stated,  the  breach     BoNAirr 
of  it  was  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  CHbrdUar,  where  Messrs    ^  Gxjbrtt. 
Larios  Brothers  carried  on  business,  for  which  there  was  some 
remedy  against  them  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  place. 

More  formidable  objections  have,  howeyer,  been  taken  to  the 
nature  of  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  and  to  the  form  and  sub- 
stance of  the  relief  given  by  the  two  decrees. 

First.  It  was  argued  that  the  suit  was,  on  the  face  of  the  plead- 
ings, a  suit  in  equity  for  specific  performance ;  that  the  Court  of 
GibraUar^  in  administering  equity,  was  bound  to  follow  the  rules 
and  course  of  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  that  no  suit  for 
the  specific  performance  of  a  mere  agreement  to  advance  or  lend 
money  w.ould  lie  in  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  that  if  the  Court, 
considered  as  a  Court  of  Equity,  had  not  the  power  to  decree  a 
specific  performance  of  the  agreement^  it  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
award  damages  for  the  breach  of  it.  Mr.  Solicitor-General  cited 
Lewers  v.  Earl  of  ShafleAury  (1),  in  support  of  the  last  pro* 
position ;  and  the  cases  of  Bogers  v.  ChaUis  (2)  and  Sichd  v. 
Mosenihal  (3),  in  support  of  the  last  but  one. 

Second.  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  interlocutory  decree,  though 
termed  in  the  body  of  it  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  had 
really  very  little  resemblance  to  an  ordinary  decree  of  that  kind ; 
but  was,  in  effect,  a  declaration  of  what  the  Court  found  to  be  the 
obligation  which  lay  upon  the  Defendants,  in  consequence  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties;  a  computation  of  what  was  due 
from  them  at  the  date  of  the  decree  on  the  footing  of  that  agree- 
ment; and  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the  balance  so  found  to  be 
due.  And  it  was  argued  that,  inasmuch  as  the  Defendants  had 
thus  become  entitled,  under  the  stipulations  expressed  in  the  first 
of  the  notarial  instruments,  and  by  reason  of  their  demand  at  the 
expiration  of  the  period  of  three  months  then  mentioned,  to  the 
repayment  of  the  $2500,  with  interest,  this  decree  was  erroneous, 
in  that  it  omitted  to  set  off  this  item,  which  would  have  turned  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  270.  (2)  27  Beav.  176. 

(3)  30  Beav.  371. 
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J.  0.        balance  in  favour  of  the  Defendants  against  the  nndiawn  portion 

1873        of  the  $9400. 

j^^^  Third.  It  was  argned  that  the  damages  for  the  breach  of  the 

V-         agreement,  if  assessable  at  aU,  were  assessed  on  a  wrong  principle ; 

Y  GuBETT.    and  in  particular  that  the  two  sums  awarded  by  way  of  special 

damage  were  improperly  awarded,  and  that  the  amount  at  which 

the  general  damages  were  assessed  was  excessive. 

The  chief  part  of  Mr.  Bigb}f$  argument  in  answer  to  the  first 
objection  was  directed  to  shew  that  the  contract,  so  far  as  it  re- 
lated to  the  advance  of  the  (6900  dollars,  was  one  of  sale,  though 
of  conditional  sale,  and  was,  therefore,  properly  made  the  subject 
of  a  suit  for  specific  performance. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  are  of  opinion,  that  to  this  argument 
there  are  two  answers  which  admit  of  no  reply.  In  the  first  place, 
no  suit  could  have  been  brought  for  the  specific  performance  of 
the  supposed  agreements  for  conditional  sales,  since  each. of  these 
transactions  was,  on  the  face  of  the  written  instrument,  completed 
by  an  actual  conveyance  for  a  consideration  admitted  to  have  been 
paid  and  received;  and,  in  the  second  place,  the  suit  actually 
brought  is  not  framed  with  the  object  of  enforcing  any  such  con- 
tract, or  even  with  that  of  obtaining  equitable  relief,  on  the  ground 
that  the  consideration,  which  in  the  notarial  [instruments  is  ex- 
pressed to  be  paid,  had  not  been  really  paid. 

The  parties  throughout  the  negotiation  which  led  up  to  the  con- 
tract were  stipulating  for  advances  of  money  on  one  side,  and  for 
security  for  those  advances  on  the  other ;  the  pleadings  state  and 
admit  an  agreement  of  that  nature ;  and  it  seems  impossible  to 
treat  the  cause  of  action  in  this  case  as  anything  more  than  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  honour  the  drafts  of  the  Bespondent 
to  the  extent  of  the  amount  agreed  to  be  advanced  and  placed  to 
his  credit.  And,  upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  arguments  and 
the  authorities,  their  Lordships  are  constrained  to  admit  that  the 
Court  of  Chancery  would  not  have  entertained  a  suit  for  the 
specific  performance  of  such  an  agreement,  but  would  have  left  the 
p&i^y  aggrieved  by  the  breach  of  it  to  seek  his  remedy,  where  he 
would  find  an  adequate  remedy,  in  a  Court  of  Law. 

But  does  it  follow  that,  in  the  Court  of  GHbraltar^  the  Plaintifi*, 
because  he  had  misconceived  his  suit  by  making  it  one  for  specific 
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perfonnance,  was  necessarily  to  be  subjected  to  the  consequences  *^'  ^' 
of  having  that  suit  altogether  dismissed  ?  That  Court  is  not  ^ 
a  mere  Court  of  Equity,  exercising  jurisdiction  over  matters  only  Labiob 
of  equitable  cognizance.  Nor  is  it  even,  like  some  of  the  Courts  bobant 
created  by  Boyal  Charter  in  India  and  other  dependencies  of  the 
Grown,  a  Court  having,  under  the  terms  of  the  Charter  erecting  it, 
different  sides,  and  directed  on  its  Equity  side  to  govern  itself  by 
the  course  and  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  on  its 
Common  Law  side  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction  and  functions  as  near 
as  may  be  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  The  Charter  of  Justice 
by  which  the  Supreme  Court  of  GUyraltar  was  created,  directs 
generally  that  tiie  Court  shall  have  cognizance  of  all  pleas,  and 
jurisdiction  in  all  causes,  whether  civil,  criminal,  or  mixed,  arising 
within  the  garrison  and  territory,  with  jurisdiction  over  all  subjects 
of  the  Crown  and  all  other  persons  whatsoever  residing  and  being 
within  the  said  garrison  and  territory,  save  as  thereinafter  is 
excepted.  It  further  provides  that  all  questions  there  arising  are 
to  be  judged  and  determined  according  to  the  laws  then  or  there- 
after to  be  in  force  within  the  garrison  and  territory,  that  the  trial 
of  criminal  cases  is  to  be  by  the  Judge  and  a  jury  of  twelve ;  and 
that  all  issues  of  fietct  arising  in  civil  suits  or  actions  are  to  be 
tried  by  the  Judge  and  three  assessors,  the  verdict  of  the  Judge 
and  assessors  to  be  according  to  the  majority  of  votes ;  or,  if  they 
are  equally  divided,  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  Judge. 

It  also  contains  a  provision  which  gave  to  the  Judge  large 
powers  of  framing  rules  touching  the  forms  and  manner  of  pro- 
ceeding to  be  observed  in  the  Court,  and  the  practice  and  pleading 
upon  all  actions,  suits,  and  other  matters  both  civil  and  criminal. 

Under  this  latter  power  Mr.  Baron  Field,  the  first  Judge  of  the 
Court,  made  certain  rules,  which  were  duly  allowed  by  the  Crown 
on  the  1st  of  October,  1832.  By  the  10th  of  these  it  was  provided 
that  the  civil  practice  of  the  Court,  whether  in  its  legal  or  equitable 
jurisdiction,  should  be  simply  by  petition,  answer,  or  demurrer,  and 
(if  necessary)  replication  or  joinder  in  demurrer,  and  rejoinder, 
addressed  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court.  Other  rules  provided  one 
uniform  process  for  compelling  an  appearance  and  for  executing 
the  decrees  or  judgments  of  the  Court ;  the  only  rule  which  seems 
to  contemplate  any  distinction  between  a  suit  for  equitable  relief 
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and  an  action  to  enforce  a  strictly  legal  right,  or  to  point  to  any 
difference  of  procedure  in  the  two  cases,  being  the  17th,  which  is 
in  the  following  terms : — 

**  In  the  case  of  equitable  suits,  the  Defendant's  answer  shall  be 
put  in  upon  oath,  and  the  rest  of  the  practice  in  such  suits  shall 
be  conformable  to  that  of  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England, 
except  that  the  eyidence  of  the  witnesses  shall  be  taken  before  the 
Court  viva  voce^  at  the  hearing ;  that  inquiries,  which  in  England 
would  be  referred  to  a  Master  in  Chancery,  shall  be  made  before 
the  Court ;  and  that  issues  of  fact,  when  directed  by  the  Court, 
shall  be  tried  by  the  Judge  with  assessors  or  a  jury." 

There  is,  therefore,  nothing  in  the  constitution  of  the  Court,  or 
in  the  rules  which  govern  it»  to  compel  it  to  relegate  a  party  who 
had  mistaken  his  remedy,  and  had  sought  equitable  relief  in  a 
matter  not  properly  within  the  cognizance  of  an  English  Court  of 
Equity,  to  another  tribunal,  or  to  send  him  from  one  side  of  the 
Court  to  another.  It  seems  rather  to  be  a  Court  that  already 
possesses  the  power  which  modern  legislation  is  seeking  to  attribute 
to  our  own  Superior  Courts,  of  administering  to  the  fullest  extent 
both  law  and  equity  in  any  cause  of  which  it  may  be  seised ;  though, 
in  administering  law,  it  may  be  bound  to  adopt  and  follow  the  prin- 
ciplee  which  govern  English  Courts  of  Law ;  and  in  administering 
equity,  to  adopt  and  follow  the  principles  which  govern  English 
Courts  of  Equity.  From  this  it  seems  to  follow  that  had  the  objec- 
tions taken  to  the  suit  as  a  suit  of  specific  performance,  on  the 
argument  of  this  appeal,  been  taken  by  demurrer  or  otherwise  in 
the  Court  below,  that  Court  would  not  have  been  bound  to  hold 
its  hand  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but  might,  amending  the  pleadings 
if  necessary,  have  caused  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  suit  to 
be  had  as  if  the  suit  had  been  originally  an  ordinary  action  for 
damages  sustained  by  reason  of  a  breach  of  contract 

It  is  desirable,  with  reference  both  to  the  second  and  third  of  the 
objections  above  stated,  and  to  the  question  what  their  Lordships 
ought  to  do  upon  this  appeal,  to  consider  what  would  have  been 
the  proper  result  of  the  proceedings  if  the  course  suggested  had 
been  taken  in  the  Court  below.  The  damages  awarded  would 
necessarily  have  constituted  the  whole  of  the  relief  obtainable  by 
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the  Bespondenty  and  the  first  qaestion,  therefore,  is  what  is  the       j.  c. 
proper  measure  of  damages  to  be  applied  to  such  a  case.  1873 

It  was  argued  for  the  Appellant  that  the  cause  of  action  being  l^^ 
merely  the  breach  of  an  agreement  to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  nothing  ^* 
could  be  recovered  by  way  of  damage,  except  the  principal  money  t  Gcbstt. 
contracted  to  be  paid,  and  interest.  On  the  other  side  it  was  con- 
tended  that  this  case  fell  within  the  principle  established  by  or 
recognised  in  such  cases  as  Marzetti  v.  WUUamB  (1) ;  Bolin  v* 
Steward  (2) ;  Prehn  v.  Royal  Bank  of  Lifferpool  (3) ;  and  others ; 
and  that  the  contract  being  a  special  one,  whereby  the  Defendants 
became  bound  to  honour,  out  of  moneys  agreed  to  be  placed  by 
them  to  his  credit,  the  drafts  of  the  Plaintiff  up  to  a  certain  amount, 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  general  and  substantial  damages  for 
the  breach  of  it  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  this  latter 
contention  is  correct.  No  question  arises  with  reference  to  the 
first  of  the  notarial  instruments,  since  it  appears  that  the  whole  of 
the  $2500  were  advanced,  and  afterwards  became  repayable.  But 
the  agreement  for  the  further  advance  of  $6900  was  one  where- 
mider,  in  consideration  of  the  promise  to  advance,  the  Plaintiff  had 
executed  one  and  induced  his  wife  to  execute  the  other  of  the 
two  conditional  sales,  each  admitting  in  a  binding  manner,  as  is 
shewn  on  the  face  of  the  instruments,  that  the  whole  of  the  con- 
sideration money  had  been  actually  paid.  The  result  of  that  trans- 
action was,  therefore,  to  confer  irrevocably  upon  the  Defendants 
all  the  rights  over  the  property  comprised  in  the  two  instruments 
which  the  law  of  Spain  might  give  them ;  and  it  is  reasonable  to 
presume  that  thejparties  intended  to  treat  the  consideration  money, 
of  which  the  payment  was  so  acknowledged,  as  remaining  in  the 
hands  of  the  Defendants,  just  as  if  it  had  been  a  sum  paid  into 
their  house,  standing  in  their  books  to  the  credit  of  the  Plaintiff, 
and  to  be  drawn  upon  by  him  in  the  same  manner  as  the  $2500 
to  be  advanced  under  the  first  of  the  notarial  instruments. 

The  question,  however,  remains  whether,  even  upon  this  view  of 
the  Plaintiff's  rights,  the  damages  have  been  correctly  assessed. 
Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  sums  of  $670  and  $400, 
which  the  assessors  awarded  to  the  Plaintiff  under  the  7th  and  12th 

(1)  1  B.  &  Ad.  415.  (2)  U  C.  K  596. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  5  Ex.  92. 
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items  of  his  amended  daim  for  special  damages  were  improperly 
awarded.  As  to  the  first,  they  entirely  concur  with  the  learned 
Chief  Justice,  who  in  his  charge  to  the  assessors  ruled  that  the  fiill 
market  value  of  the  cork  at  Alffeciras  on  the  day  of  the  sale  most 
on  the  evidence  be  taken  to  have  been  realised,  and  that  any  extra 
price  which  the  Plaintiff  might  possibly  have  obtained  for  it  in  a 
foreign  market^  had  he  had  the  funds  to  export  it,  was  uncertain, 
speculative,  and  remote.  In  hdy  he  failed  to  prove  on  this  item 
that  he  had  actually  sustained  a  losef,  so  that  the  question  whether 
the  Defendants  could  be  reasonably  taken  to  have  contemplated 
such  damages  when  they  made  the  contract  never  arose.  And  the 
12th  item  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  consist  of  sums  which  may 
or  may  not  be  allowable  in  the  taxation  of  costs ;  but  which,  if 
recoverable  at  all,  are  recoverable  as  costs,  and  not  as  damages. 

If  these  items  are  struck  out^  the  only  item  of  special  damage 
left  would  be  the  small  sum  of  $5  allowed  for  cost  of  protest, 
&c.,  and  the  case  stands  pretty  clear  of  the  questions  raised  and 
considered  in  Hadley  v.  Bax&ndale  (1),  and  very  recently  by  the 
Exchequer  Chamber  in  the  case  of  Home  v.  Midland  Boilway 
Company  (2). 

The  only  remaining  question  is  whether  the  general  damages 
amounting  to  $5000  were  so  excessive  as  to  call  for  any  inter- 
ference on  the  part  of  their  Lordships.  That  question  ought,  they 
apprehend,  to  be  determined  by  the  principles  which  would  guide 
a  Court  of  Law,  sitting  in  Banco,  in  controlling  the  discretion 
of  a  jury.  It  is  to  be  observed  that  this  sum  does  not  represent 
the  whole  amount  of  the  damage  to  be  recovered  by  the  Plaintiff 
in  respect  of  tiie  breach  of  contract,  less  the  items  of  special 
damage,  because  it  does  not  include  the  amount  remaining  at  the 
Plaintiff's  credit  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendants.  As  general 
damages  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  by  loss  of  credit,  the  sum  in 
question,  appears  to  their  Lordships  on  the  evidence  in  this  case  to 
be  excessive ;  and  in  truth  the  effect  of  the  circuitous  proceedings 
in  the  Court  below  is  substantially  to  assess  the  damages  payable 
by  the  Defendants  for  their  breaches  of  contract  at  the  gross  sum 
decreed  against  them  by  the  final  decree,  viz.  $7293  In  500. 

Their  Lordships  have  next  to  consider  how  far  the  proceedings 

(1)  9  Ex.  341.  ^  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  C.  P.  131. 
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in  the  Conrt  below  are  affected  by  the  question  raised  by  the  second       J.  c. 
objection,  touching  the  liability  of  the  Plaintiff  to  repay  the  advance       1873 
of  the  (2500  with  interest    The  Defendants  appear  to  have  been      larios 
allowed  the  interest  on  these  advances  up  to  the  date  of  the  later-     bonant 
locutory  decree  in  the  computation  of  the  balance  remaining  in   t  Gubett. 
their  hands.    But  it  seems  dear  that  they  have  not  received  credit 
for  the  principal  moneys  or  the  subsequent  interest  thereon,  and 
that  in  respect  thereof  they  would,  if  the  final  decree  were  to 
stand,  still  have  a  counter-claim  against  the  Plaintiff.  The  liability 
of  the  Plaintiff  to  repay  these  advances  had  not  accrued  when  the 
Defendants  broke  their  contract  by  refusing  to  accept  the  bill,  nor 
when  the  suit  was  commenced,  nor  until  the  5th  of  December, 
when  they  first  made  their  demand  pursuant  to  the  first  notarial 
instrument.    It  had,  however,  accrued  when  they  had  filed  their 
answer,  and  is  thus  asserted  in  the  third  paragraph  of  that  answer : 
^  And  these  Defendants  say  that  they  have  made  up  their  accounts 
with  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  said  credit  of  $2500,  which 
sum  had  been  paid  by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plaintiff  in  different 
instalments,  which,  with  interest,  amounted  in  all  to  the  amount  of 
$2534  Ir.  1&^ ;  that  they  demanded  payment  thereof,  as  entitled 
to,  by  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement ;  and  they  say  that,  by 
making  default  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  $2534  Ir.  I80.  the 
Plaintiff  has  committed  a  breach  in  the  terms  of  the  said  instrument 
in  writing  recited  in  the  third  paragraph  of  his  petition." 

It  may  be  conceded  that,  in  an  equity  suit  to  take  the  account 
between  the  parties  and  ascertain  the  balance  due  to  either  on  the 
footing  of  the  agreements  between  them  at  the  date  of  the  final 
decree,  this  item  ought  to  have  been  brought  into  the  account ; 
although,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  asserted  his  claim,  as  the  principal 
argument  for  the  Appellant  assumes  he  ought  to  have  asserted  it, 
by  an  action  at  law,  this  counter-claim,  which,  when  the  action  was 
commenced,  had  not  even  ripened  into  a  debt,  could  not  have  been 
pleaded  by  way  of  set-off  to  damages  which  were  in  their  nature 
partially,  at  least,  unliquidated. 

Their  Lordships,  having  regaid  to  the  objections,  both  of  sub- 
stance and  form,  which  have  been  taken  to  the  proceedings  in  the 
Courts  below,  have  felt  considerable  difficulty  as  to  the  advice 
which  it  will  be  their  duty  to  give  to  Her  Majesty  on  this  appeal. 
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j.C.  It  was  pressed  upon  them  that  they  ought  to  dismiss  the  salt 

1873        altogether;  and  even  at  the  close  of  his  reply  the  Solicitor- 

xHmos      General  seemed  still  to  contend  for  the  dismissal  of  the  Flaintiflra 

BoKAKY     ^^*^  ^^'  relief,  though  he  was  willing  that,  under  the  power 

T  GKjbktt.   reserred  by  Her  Majesty's  Order  on  the  petition  for  special  leave 

to  appeal,  an  Order  should  be  made  allowing  the  Plaintiff  to  redeem 

the  properties  comprised  in  the  two  deeds  of  conditional  sale  on 

payment  to  the  Defendants  of  what  may  be  due  to  them  in  respect 

of  their  advances. 

But  it  is  obvious  that,  if  the  Plaintiff  had,  as  their  Lordships 
think  he  had,  a  good  cause  of  action,  a  dismissal  of  the  suit^  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  mistaken  his  remedy,  would  be  most  unjust 
and  improper,  unless  it  left  him  at  liberty  to  seek  tiie  proper 
remedy  in  a  new  suit,  and  thus  to  re-open  the  whole  litigation 
between  the  parties. 

And  their  Lordships,  haying  regard  to  the  general  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  below,  and  to  the  fact  tiiat  the  objection  to  the  form 
of  the  suit,  as  one  for  specific  performance,  seems  neyer  to  have 
been  taken  in  the  Court  below,  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  their  duty, 
in  the  interest  of  both  parties,  to  do  justice  between  them  in  this 
suit. 

Considering  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  liberty 
reserved  by  the  order  giving  special  leave  to  appeal  against  the 
interlocutory  decree  of  the  3rd  of  December,  1869,  they  are  of 
opinion  that  full  justice  between  the  parties  might  be  done  in  the 
following  manner : — ^They  would  reduce  the  amount  awarded  to 
the  Plaintiff  for  general  damages  to  $2500.  That  sum,  added  to 
the  sum  of  $1218  Ir.  50o.,  whicH  has  been  found  to  be  the  balance 
undrawn  on  the  3rd  of  December,  1869,  and  to  the  $5,  the  costs 
of  protest,  would  make  the  gross  amount  of  damages  recoverable 
by  the  Plaintiff  $3723  Ir.  50c.  But  against  that  amount  the 
Defendants  ought,  in  their  Lordships*  opinion,  to  be  allowed  on 
equitable  grounds  to  set  off  the  $2500  repayable  to  them,  thereby 
reducing  the  amount,  for  which  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment^ 
to  $1223  If.  50c.,  with  the  costs  of  the  suit.  The  order  to  be 
made  on  this  appeal  should  accordingly  declare  that  the  Plaintiff 
is  entitled  to  retain  his  judgment  for  that  sum  and  the  costs  of 
the  suit>  and  should  direct  that,  in  the  event  of  the  Plaintiff  or  his 
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T?ife  being  willing  to  redeem,  an  account  be  taken  between  the       J.  c. 
parties  of  what  is  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants  for       1878 
principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  their  advances,  giving  credit      lil^ 
therein  to  the  Plaintiff  for  the  amount  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his     ^' 
said  judgment  debt,  with  interest  thereon  since  the  8rd  of  De-   y  Gdbett. 
cember,  1869,  the  date  up  to  which  interest  has  been  calculated 
;and  allowed  (the  interest  on  both  sides  of  the  account  being  calcu- 
lated at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  per  annum),  and  also  giving  credit 
to  him  for  the  rents  (if  any)  of  the  properties  comprised  in  the 
two  instruments  of  conditional  sale,  or  either  of  them,  which  have 
been  received  by  the  Defendants ;  and  should  further  order  that, 
upon  payment  to  them  of  the  balance  to  be  found  due  within  six 
months  after  the  date  of  the  ascertainment  of  such  balance,  together 
with  the  costs  of  taking  the  said  account,  and  of  the  other  pro- 
•ceedings  to  be  had  in  the  Court  below  for  the  purpose  of  such 
redemptions,  the  Defendants  do  re-convey  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
wife  their  respective  properties;  and  declare  that,  in  default  of 
«acli  payment,  the  Defendants  will  be  entitled  absolutely  to  retain 
^U  the  rights  which  the  law  of  Spain  may  have  given  to  them  in 
«Qch  properties  under  the  instruments  of  conditional  sale,  the 
Plaintiff  being,  on  his  side,  at  liberty  to  take  out  execution  for  the 
amount  due  to  him  in  respect  of  his  judgment  debt. 

They  feel,  however,  that  such  an  Order  as  that  suggested  could 
only  be  made  by  consent  of  the  Plaintiff  If  he  does  not  consent 
to  it,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  they  must  humbly  advise 
PEer  Majesty  to  reverse  the  two  decrees  under  appeal ;  to  declare 
that,  by  virtue  of  the  agreements  subsisting  between  the  parties, 
the  firm  of  Larios  Broihers  was  bound  to  open  a  credit  in  £Eivour 
ef  the  Bespondent  and  to  honour  his  drafts  to  the  extent  of 
|9400 ;  and  that,  on  the  4th  of  August,  1867,  they  had  in  their 
hands  undrawn  on  account  of  the  said  credit  a  balance  exceeding 
the  amount  of  the  bill  then  dishonoured ;  and  to  direct  that  a  new 
trial  be  had  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  three  assessors,  in  order 
to  ascertain  what  damages  have  been  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff  by 
reason  of  the  Defendants*  breaches  of  their  said  agreement,  such 
damages  to  cover  the  whole  of  the  amount  recoverable  by  the 
Plaintiff.    If  this  course  be  pursued,  their  Lordships,  having 

regard  to  the  pleadings  and  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the 
You  V.  '  8  2  B 
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Court,  think  that  the  Defendants  ought  to  have  the  benefit,  by 
way  of  set-oflF,  of  their  counter-claim  in  respect  of  the  $2500  and 
interest ;  and  that  they  should  be  left  to  assert,  in  such  manner  as 
may  be  open  to  them,  their  rights  under  the  two  instruments  of 
conditional  sale. 

Their  Lordships  think  that  there  should  be  no  costs  of  this 
appeaL  The  costs  below  must  be  dealt  with  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Oibraltar. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Johnson  it  WeaOieraUB. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Cde^  Cole^  d  Jackson. 


J.C* 

1873 


-F66.6,7,9; 
Marck  1. 


^  Appellants; 


CHAELES  LECLilEE,  GEORGE  S.  LE^ 
CLERE,  ELMIRE  LECLERE,  Wife  of 
Charles  Nelson,  and  the  said  CHAELES 
NELSON,  P.  fiDOUARD  LECLJERE,  VIC 
TORINE   LECLfeRE,  Wife  of  Boucher 

DE  la  BsUilRE,   AND   THE    SAID   BOUCHER 

DE  LA  BRUiJRE,  ALBERTINE  LE- 
CLERE, Wife  of  Alphonse  Ratmond,  and 
THE  SAID  ALPHONSE  RATMOND,  and 
FRANCIS  LECLERE 


AND 

JEAN  LOUIS  BEAUDRY Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  LOWER 

CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE)  (1). 

Old  Law  qf  Loioer  Canada — Power  of  Sale  by  Usufmctuary — FormaIxtie9— 

Construction  of  Document, 

The  usufruct  of  land  in  Loufer  Canada  was  given  by  deed  of  gift  to  A. 
during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  the  deed  gave  the  property  in  substitution 
to  his  children,  with  a  limitation  over  in  case  he  died  without  diildren ;  and 


*  Present  :^Tbk  Lord  Jusnoi  jAMiSy  Sib  Babnbs  Peagock,  Tax  Lobi> 
Justice  Mxllish,  and  Sib  Montague  E.  Smith. 


(1)  N.K— The  MS.  notes  of  the  late  Mr.  Moore,  Q.C.,  have  been  used  in  Ifae 
preparation  of  this  case. 
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power  was  given  to  A,  to  sell  the  land  for  a  rent-charge  if  it  should  be  judged        j.  c. 
by  experts  to  be  advantageons  to  his  children : —  .g.^ 

Hdd,  that  snch  power  could  be  ezerdsed  without  the  sanction  of  any        u^v^ 
judicial  authority.  Lkolebk 

A.  having  a  power  of  sale  under  the  circumstances  above-mentioned,  sold     brj^^'dby 

his  life  interest  in  the  nsufruct  to  B.,  and  subrogated  £,  in  all  his  rights        

under  the  deed  of  gift : — 

ffeld^  that  the  power  to  sell  the  land  for  a  rent-charge,  conferred  on  A,  by 
the  deed  of  gift,  had  not  been  extinguished  by  the  sale  to  and  subrogation 
of^. 

A  person,  having  already  power  under  a  deed  of  gift  to  sell  land,  applied  to 
a  Court  for  authority  to  sell  the  land,  which  the  Court  granted,  annexing  a 
condition  not  required  by  the  donor : — 

JEre2c2,that  this  part  of  the  decree  could  at  most  be  considered  as  directory 
only,  and  not  as  imposing  a  condition  which  rendered  the  sale  void  if  it  were 
not  complied  with. 

A  deed  of  gift  conferred  the  usufruct  of  land  in  Lower  CatMda  on  A, 
during  hb  life,  and  after  his  death  gave  the  property  in  substitution  to  his 
children,  with  a  limitation  in  the  following  terms :  "  et  dans  lecaade  mcrt  du 
dit  donaiaire  sons  et^anU  la  jouisaance  ei  unrfruit  dee  hiens  ^  luipr^Knie' 
ment  donnh  aeroni  rivtrnbUs  h  aes  frhres  et  aoeurs  ou  a  aucun  d^eux^  pour 
par  eux  en  jouir  leur  vie  durante ;  et  n  au  dScke  du  dit  donaiaire  Bans 
enfanU  tous  sea  frerea  et  aceura  ^ient  dScedea  la  proprOti  dea  dita  hiens 
retoumera  et  appartiendra  a  leura  enfanta  nA  et  ^  leura  enfamia  nheta 
nattre^  pour  etrepartagSa  entre  aux  par  aouckea.  ..." 

The  donor  died.  The  d<»iee  died  without  children,  having  survived  all 
his  brothers  and  sisters,  three  of  whom  died  leaving  children,  viz.,  C,  who 
died  before  the  date  of  gift,  and  D,  and  JE,  who  died  after  that  date  : — 

Beld,  that  the  children  of  C,  were  entitled  to  ono-third  of  the  property 
comprised  in  the  deed. 

Semiile,  that  by  the  old  law  of  Ldwer  Oanadoj  where  there  is  a  gift  of  the 
nsufruct  of  land  for  life,  and  a  substitntion  with  power  to  the  nsufructuary 
himself  to  sell  the  land,  if  experts  deem  it  advantageous  to  the  substitution ; 
the  appointment  of  a  tutor  to  the  substitntion  is  not  required,  and  if  he  be 
appointed  lus  functions  are  limited  to  having  the  experts  duly  appointed,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consult  him  as  to  the  management  of  the  sale. 

IHE  object  of  this  appeal  was  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 

sale  of  certain  lands  in  the  city  of  Montreal. 

By  a  deed  of  gift,  dated  the  14th  of  May,  1827,  Marie  Joeephte 

8t  Germain  or  Oauthiery  widow  of  Jean  BaptUte  CasUmgwiy^  gave 

(among  other  lands)  a  certain  orchard  at  Montreal^  part  of  which 

was  the  property  in  question  in  the  appeal,  to  her  son,  Francois 

Xamer  Oastonguay^  as  usuf mctnary  for  his  life,  and  after  his  death 

she  sabstitnted  his  children  to  be  bom  in  lawful  matrimony  as 

proprietors,  but  she  declared  that,  in  case  he  should  die  without 

d       2  B  2 
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;    J.  C.       childreD,  the  enjoyment  and  usufrnct  should  revert  to  his  brothers 
1873        and  sisters  or  any  of  them,  to  be  enjoyed  by  them  during  their 

LiiciIbb  ^^^^9  *^^  *^*^*  '^  ^*  *^®  ^°^®  ^^  *^®  decease  of  the  donee  without 
^'  children  all  his  brothers  and  sisters  should  be  dead,  the  property 
should  go  and  belong  to  their  children  bom  and  to  be  bom  iu  law- 
ful matrimony,  and  be  divided  among  them  per  stirpes.  By  the 
same  deed  the  donor  charged  the  donee  and  his  children,  substi- 
tuted as  aforesaid,  with  the  payment  to  her  of  an  annuity  of  £25 
Canadian  currency  for  her  life,  and  declared  that  the  gift  thereby 
made  was  made  on  condition  that  the  donee  should  not  be  able 
to  convey  to  any  stranger  (d  auumns  personne  itrangere)  the  enjoy- 
ment and  usufruct  of  the  lands,  but  should  be  obliged  to  receive 
the  fruits  and  revenues  of  them  for  his  own  proper  benefit,  and 
none  of  his  creditors  should  be  able  to  seize  such  fruits  and 
revenues ;  also  that  the  donee  should  have  power  to  sell,  but 
only  in  consideration  of  a  rent-charge,  all  or  part  of  the  orchard, 
if  it  should  be  thought  by  experts  to  be  advantageous  for  his  chil- 
dren; and  by  the  said  deed  certain  rights,  which  it  is  not  necessary 
particularly  to  mention,  were  given  to  the  widows  of  usufructuaries. 
The  exact  terms  of  these  gifts  were  as  follows : — 

"  Etla  dite  dame  donaJtrice  disirani  conserver  aux  enfants  d  natire 
en  Ugiiime  mariage  du  dit  donataire  seulemetU  la  propriete  pleine  et 
entiere  des  hiens  ei^dessus  dSsiffnSs,  sans  Tetendre  a  un  degri  plus 
eloigns,  vetd  et  eniend  que  les  biens  ei^dessus  donnes  enjauissanee  au 
dit  donataire  demeurent  substituSs  comme  die  les  substitue  par  ces 
prSsentes  aux  dits  enfants  a  naitre  en  Ugitime  mariage  du  donataire 
seulement  auMsqueh  die  donne  la  propriSte  des  dits  hiens,  ee  qui  a  ete 
aeceptS  pour  eux  par  le  dit  donataire  leur  pere  vouiani  et  entendant 
que  eeum  qui  sont  appdes  a  la  prSsente  stjibslitution  soient  saisis  des 
biens  ainsi  substUues  aussitoi  que  h  easdela  substitution  seraavenu, 
sans  qvtHs  soient  Migis  cPenfaire  demands  en  justice ;  et  dans  le  cos 
de  mort  du  dU  donataire  sans  enfants  la  jouissanee  et  usufruit  des 
biens  a  lui  prisentement  donnis  seront  rhersibles  a  sesfreres  d  sceurs 
ou  a  aueun  d^euo^  pour  par  eux  enjouir  leur  vie  durante  ;  d  si  au 
dices  du  dit  donataire  sans  enfants  tous  ses  frhres  d  soeurs  itaient 
dicSdSs  la  propriM  des  dits  biens  retoumera  d  apparHendra  a  leurs 
enfants  nSsda  leurs  enfants  nesdh  naUrCypour  etre  partagis  entre 
eux  par  souches,  •  .  . 


V. 

Beaudrt. 
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*'  La  presents  donation  encore  faite  aux  charffes,  clauses  et  condi-       J.  C. 
iions  drapres  exprinUes^savoir,  que  le  dit  donataire  ne  pourra  trans-       ]873 
])orter  a  aucune  personne  etrangere  la  jouissance  et  usn fruit  des  diis     lkolTrb 
hiens  pendant  le  temps  de  sa  jouissance,  mais  qv^il  sera  tenu  d*en  per- 
cevoir  les  fruits  et  revenue  pour  sonpropre  hinejice  et  avantage  sans 
pouvoir  les  dits  fruits  et  revenue  etre  saisis  par  aucun  des  crSanciers 
du  dit  donataire  ;  que  le  dit  donataire  pourra  vendre  a  eonstituiion 
de  rente  seulement  le  tout  ou  pariie  du  terrain  compiante  d^arhres 
fruiiiers  designi  en  ees  prSsentes  si  par  ewperts  et  gens  a  ce  eonnais- 
sants  e^estjugi  avantageux  pour  ses  erifants" 

The  donor  died  in  1843,  and  the  donee  died  in  1861  without 
children,  and  having  survived  all  his  brothers  and  sisters,  of  whom 
he  had  four.  One  of  these,  Benjamin,  died  in  1819,  before  the 
date  of  the  deed  of  gift,  leaving  three  children.  The  other  three 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  donee  were  Jean  Baptists,  who  died  in 
1849,  leaving  six  children ;  Marie  Julie,  who  married  Luc  Du- 
fresne  and  died  in  183G  without  children ;  and  Marie  Josephte,  who 
married  Piei^re  Edouard  Leclere  and  died  in  1861,  leaving  seven 
children. 

The  donee,  in  March,  1844,  presented  a  petition  to  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  district  of  Montreal,  stating  his  desire 
to  exercise  the  power  of  sale  conferred  on  him  by  the  deed  of 
gift,  and  that  before  doing  so  it  was  necessary  to  establish  by 
experts  that  it  would  be  advantageous  that  the  land  should  be 
sold,  and  praying  that  a  family  council  might  Le  assembled,  to 
give  their  advice  as  to  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  of  the  sub- 
stitution, who  might  act  on  behalf  of  the  substituted  persons  in 
the  nomination  of  experts. 

A  family  council  was  assembled  pursuant  to  the  said  petition, 
and  their  votes  being  equally  divided  between  Joseph  Castonguay, 
one  of  the  six  children  of  the  said  Jean  Baptists  Castonguay  and 
another  person,  the  Court,  on  the  14th  of  May,  1844,  appointed 
the  said  Joseph  Castonguay  guardian  of  the  substitution. 

The  donee  in  September,  1844,  commenced  in  the  same  Court 
an  action  against  the  guardian  so  appointed,  by  the  declaration  in 
which,  he  stated  the  refusal  of  the  said  guardian  to  name  an 
expert  for  the  purpose  mentioned  in  the  deed  of  gift,  and  prayed 
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J.  c.        that  it  might  be  declared  that  under  tibiat  deed  he  had  the  right 

1873        to  sell  the  whole  or  part  of  the  orchard  in  consideration  of  a  rent- 

L^^jj,     charge,  if  it  was  thought  by  experts  to  be  advantageous  for  his 

_    *•         children,  and  that  the  Defendant  might  be  d^reed  to  name  an 

expert  to  act  with  one  to  be  named  by  the  Plaintiff,  in  deciding 

whether  it  was  advantageous  for  the  children  of  the  Plaintiff  or 
the  other  persons  called  to  the  substitution,  that  the  land  or  a 
part  of  it  should  be  sold  in  consideration  of  a  rent-charge,  or  that 
in  case  the  Defendant  should  fail  to  name  an  expert,  pursuant  to 
such  decree,  one  might  be  named  by  the  Court  to  act  as  aforesaid 
with  the  one  to  be  named  by  the  Plaintiff^  and  that  such  experts 
might  make  their  report  to  the  Court,  and  such  order  be  pro- 
nounced thereon  as  law  and  justice  should  require. 

The  Defendant,  the  guardian,  pleaded  that  as  the  Plaintiff,  the 
donee,  had  no  children,  he  could  not  claim  the  appointment  of 
experts  to  judge  whether  the  sale  of  the  orchard  for  a  rent-charge 
would  be  advantageous,  and  that  in  any  case  those  persons  called 
to  the  substitution  who  had  attained  their  majority  ought  to  have 
been  summoned  as  Defendants. 

The  Court  overruled  these  ^pleas  on. the  28th  of  November, 
1845,  and  on  the  29th  of  January,  1846,  ordered  the  appointment 
of  experts  who  should  report  whether  it  was  advantageous  for  the 
children  of  the  Plaintiff  or  any  other  persons  who  might  take 
under  the  substitution  in  the  deed  of  gift,  that  all  or  part  of  the 
orchard  should  be  sold  for  a  rent-charge :  and  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant  respectively  then  appointed  experts,  who  reported  in 
the  affirmative. 

By  its  judgment,  pronounced  on  the  13th  of  October,  1847,  the 
Court  approved  the  report,  and  considering  that  the  Plaintiff  then 
had  the  right  to  exercise  the  power  of  sale,  with  observance  of 
the  required  forms,  adjudged  and  ordered  that  the  Plainti£^  by 
virtue  of  the  deed  of  gift,  had  the  right  to  sell  all  or  part  of  tlie 
orchard  for  a  rent-charge,  a  valuation  having  previously  been 
made  of  the  whole  or  part,  as  the  case  might  be,  by  the  experts 
who  should  be  named  by  the  parties,  or  that  failing,  by  a  Judge 
at  the  Plaintiff's  request ;  and  condemned  the  Defendant,  in  his 
quality  of  guardian,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  Defendant  appealed,  imd  on  the  10th  of  March,  1857,  the 
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Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Lower  Canada  affirmed  the  judgment^       J.  0. 
with  costs  against  the  Appellant  in  his  quality  of  guardian.  1873 

By  a  deed  of  sale,  dated  the  22nd  of  April,  ISST,  the  donee,     lbolebe 
Frangais  Xavier  Castonguayy  conveyed  his  usufruct  in  the  orchard,    beau'drv 
with  reservation  of  the  rights  under  the  deed  of  gift  of  his  wife  in       — 
case  of  her  widowhood,  to  his  brother-in-law,  the  said  Pierre 
Edotuird  Ledere,  for  nine  undivided  tenths,  and  to  Olivier  Oareeau 
for  the  other  undivided  tenth;  and  by  a  deed,  dated  the  15th  of 
May,  1857,  in  order  to  supply  an  omission  in  the  deed  of  sal^,  he 
subrogated  the  said  Pierre  ^cUyuard  Leclere  and  Olivier  Oareeau 
in  the  same  proportions  in  all  his  rights,  whether  iinder  the  deed 
of  gift  with  the  aforesaid  reservation,  or  under  the  said  judgments 
of  the  13th  of  October,  1847,  and  the  10th  of  March,  1857,  with 
power  to  them  to  put  those  judgments  in  execution  in  his  name  as 
they  should  think  fit.    The  said  Olivier  Oareeau  was  the  husband 
of  Marie  Tarmtte  CaMonguayy  a  daughter  of  Jean  Baptisie  Castari' 
^uatff  the  brother  of  the  donee. 

Before  the  execution  of  the  two  last-mentioned  deeds  the  donee 
had  appointed  Daniel  Oorrie  as  his  expert  for  the  execution 
of  the  judgment  of  the  13th  of  October,  1847,  and  had  applied  to 
the  Superior  Court  at  Montreal  to  appoint  another  expert  in  case 
one  should  not  be  immediately  appointed  by  the  guardian ;  and 
these  proceedings  being  followed  up  by  Pierre  Edouard  Ledere 
and  Olivier  Oareeau^  in  the  name  of  the  donee,  and  the  guardian 
having  made  default  in  the  appointment  of  an  expert,  the  Court 
appointed  Joseph  Boulanget  as  expert  on  his  side,  and  directed  the 
experts  to  report  to  the  Court  without  delay. 

The  experts  reported  that  the  orchard  was  worth  £5,000  Cana- 
di^  currency,  and  the  Superior  Court  homologated  or  approved 
their  report  on  the  20th  of  June,  1857. 

It  proved  difficult  to  sell  the  orchard  in  one  lot,  and  thereupon 
a  further  petition  was  presented  to  the  Superior  Court  in  the  name 
of  the  donee  for  a  valuation  in  lots,  as  shewn  on  a  plan  annexed  to 
the  petition ;  and  the  guardian  having  appeared  in  person  and  de- 
clared that  he  referred  himself  to  the  Court  (qu*il  ien  rapporte  d 
justice)^  the  Court,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1857,  again  appointed 
Joseph  Bovlanget  expert  for  the  guardian ;  and  he,  with  Da/nid 
Oorrie  as  expert  for  the  donee,  made  a  report,  dated  and  filed  in 
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J.  C.  the  cause  on  the  30th  of  July,  1857,  by  which  the  said  lots,. 

1873  twenty  in  number,  were  valued  in  separate  sums,  amounting  in 

L^^Bjj  the  total  to  £5,000.    This  report  does  not  appear  to  have  been 

„   ^'  submitted  to  the  Court  for  homologation. 

BEArDRT.  ,  ° 

Marie  Julie  Cadongwiy  (or  Dufreme)  being  already  deceased,. 

without  children,  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  it  was  at  this  time 
evident  that  the  property  in  the  orchard,  subject  to  the  respective 
usufructs  of  the  donee,  or  of  Pierre  Edotuzrd  Ledere  and  Olivier 
OarceaUy  as  his  assigns,  and  of  Marie  Jo9ephte  Castonfftiay  (or 
Ledere),  also  subject  to  the  possibility  that  the  donee  might  have 
children,  was  divisible  either  into  moieties  for  the  families  of  Jean 
Baftide  Castonguay  and  Jlfan^  Josephie  Caslonguay^ {or  Ledere),  or 
if  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  instrument  the  family  of 
Benjamin  Cadongiiay  were  entitled  to  share  in  it,  notwithstand- 
ing his  decease  before  the  date  of  the  deed  of  gift,  then  inta 
thirds. 

By  three  deeds,  two  dated  the  21th  and  one  the  28th  of  July,.. 
1857,  the  three  children  of  Benjamin  Oaslongvay  conveyed  their 
expectations  under  the  said  deed  of  gift  of  the  14th  of  May,  1827, 
and  also  under  another  deed  of  gift  (with  which  the  appeal  had 
no  connection)  to  the  Respondent  Beavdry  and  Francois  OuenetUr 
who  thereby  became  entitled  to  one  third  of  the  property  in  the 
orchard,  subject  to  the  question  of  construction,  and  subject  in  any 
case  to  the  above-mentioned  usufructs.  In  the  last  of  tliose  three- 
deeds  the  vendor  expressly  stipulated  that  the  purchasers  shouldi 
have  no  recourse  against  him  if  the  question  of  the  construction  of 
the  said  deed  of  gift  should  be  adversely  decided ;  but  the  other 
two  deeds  were  so  expressed  as  to  lead  to  the  same  result,  the 
vendors  merely  selling  their  rights,  whatever  they  were.  The  price 
named  in  each  of  the  three  deeds  was  only  £100  currency,  and 
therefore  extremely  inadequate,  as  the  value  expectant  on  the 
deaths  of  Francois  Xavier  Castonguay,  then  aged  sixty-nine,  and/ 
Marie  Josejikte  Castonguay  (or  Ledere),  then  aged  fifty-four,  of  one- 
ninth  part  of  numerous  properties,  one  of  which,  the  orchard,  had 
been  valued  at  £5,000. 

After  acquiring  this  title  the  Bespondent  and  Francois  Guenette, 
on  the  30th  of  July,  1857,  gave  notice  to  Pierre  ^Idaudrd  Leelere 
and  Olivier  Garceau,  as  assignees  q(  Francois  Xwier  Castonguay* Sk* 
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usufruct,  not  to  proceed  with  the  sale  of  tlie  orchard  without  their       J.  C. 
coDseuty  and  without  summoning  them,  and  on  the  next  day  they       1873 
gave  notice  to  Franfoia  Xavier  Cashnguayy  as  empowered  both  by     LBciiinE 
the  deed  of  gift  and  by  the  judgment  of  the  13th  of  October,     -qJ^^^^^ 

1847,  not  to  proceed  with  the  sale  of  the  orchard  without  having       

given  them  information  of  the  intended  sale,  or  without  observing 
the  forms  which  they  described  as  being  required  according  to  usage, 
viz.,  ^  qiAe  lea  Ida  qu'il  aura  Tintention  de  vendre  aaient  annaneea 
a  la  porte  de  TEgliae  paroiaaiale  de  Montreal  pendant  troia  Dimanehea 
conaSetUifa,  et  adjugea  le  traiaieme  Dimanclie,  ou  un  jour  auhaequent 
(9uivani  quU  aura  ite  annonce  par  TavertiaaemerU  de  la  vente  qui 
devra  etre  affichS  a  la  porte  de  VEgliae  paroiaaiale,  dea  le  premier 
DimawAe  de  Tannonce),  au  plua  haut  et  dernier  eneheriaaeur^ 
pourvu  que  ce  ne  aoit  paa  pour  un  prix  moindre  que  edui  de 
Veatimatum  du  lot  ou  dea  lata  que  Ton  aura  Tintention  de  vendre,  et 
qtii  doit  etre  prealcMement  faite  par  lea  experta  aaaertnentea  et 
nommea  de  la  maniere  indiquee  dana  le  dit  jugementJ' 

In  pursuance  of  the  rights  to  which  he  had  been  subrogated  as 
aforesaid,  but  with  the  concurrence  of  Franfoia  Xavier  Cadonguay, 
Pierre  Edouard  LeeTere  caused  the  orchard  to  be  sold  in  lots  by 
auction  on  the  1st  of  September,  1857,  having  first  caused  proper 
particulars  and  conditions  of  sale  to  be  prepared,  and  observed  all 
the  forms  by  proclamation  at  the  church  door  and  otherwise, 
which,  in  the  last-mentioned  notice  of  the  Bespondent  and  Fran- 
goia  Ouenette,  were  described  as  being  required  by  usage.  The 
biddings  were  in  gross  sums,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  requirement  of 
the  deed  of  gift  that  the  sale  should  be  for  a  rent-charge.  It  was 
one  of  the  conditions  of  sale  that  the  purchasers  should  retain  the 
entire  price,  and  pay  6  per  cent,  per  annum  on  it  by  way  of  rent- 
charge  to  Pierre  Edouard  LecVere  and  Olivier  Oarceau  until  the 
death  of  Franfoia  Xavier  Caatongtuiy,  and  afterwards  to  the  per- 
sons entitled.  The  sale  was  well  attended  and  all  the  lots  were 
sold.  Six  lots,  valued  at  sums  amounting  to  £1300,  were  among 
other  things  bought  in  one  lump  by  Pierre  Edouard  LecUre  at  the 
price  of  £1000.  The  whole  twenty  lots  brought  £6M2,  against  a 
valuation  of  £5000,  and  the  produce  of  the  sale  was  afterwards 
brought  up  to  £6742,  as  Pierre  Edouard  LecTere,  in  the  convey- 
ance to  him  of  the  six  lots  which  he  had  bought  together  for 
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J.  G.       £1000,  consented  that  their  price  should  be  fixed  at  £1300,  the 

1873       amount  of  their  valuation. 
LkoIre        ^^^  ^^^^  ^  which  this  appeal  was  brought  arose  out  of  the  sale 
^    ^'  of  the  said  six  lots.    Pierre  Eiouard  Ledere  re-sold  one  of  them 

to  John  Short,  against  whom,  after  the  deaths  of  all  the  usufnic- 

tuarieSy  under  the  deed  of  the  14th  of  May,  1827,  he  obtained 
judgment  in  an  action  for  debt,  and  the  sheriff  having  advertised 
the  lot  for  sale  under  that  judgment,  the  Bespondent  Beaudry  filed 
an  Opposition  to  such  sale,  claiming  a  third  of  the  property  in  the 
orchard  under  the  three  conveyances  firom  the  children  of  Benr 
jcmin  Oastonguay,  coupled  with  a  conveyance  to  him  by  Francois 
ChteneUe,  dated  the  16th  of  March,  1863,  of  the  interest  of  the 
latter  under  the  said  three  conveyances,  and  a  twenty-first  part  of 
the  same  property  under  a  conveyance  to  him,  dated  the  10th  of 
October,  1862,  by  Charles  Alfred  Napolion  Ledere^  one  of  the  seven 
children  of  Marie  Joeephte  Lederey  and  a  ratification  of  that  con- 
veyance by  the  wife  of  Charles  Alfred  NapoUon  Ledire,  dated  the 
16th  of  October,  1862. 

In  the  course  of  the  pleadings  the  Bespondent  (as  Opposant  in 
the  action)  alleged  the  invalidity  of  the  titles  to  Ledere  and  to  Short, 
of  the  14th  day  of  September,  and  2nd  of  November,  1867,  respec- 
tively ;  the  inalienability  of  the  usufruct  by  Franfois  Xavier  to  un 
etramger  ;  and  the  unjust  obtaining  by  Ledere  of  the  deeds  of  sale 
and  subrogation  of  the  22nd  of  April,  and  15th  of  May,  1857,  from 
Frwnfois  Xavier.  He  also  objected  the  nullity  of  the  proceedings 
adopted  to  effect  the  sale  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  deed  of 
subrogation,  namely,  the  estimate  of  the  30th  of  May,  and  its  sab- 
sequent  homologation  in  June,  the  petition  and  order  thereon  of 
the  24th  of  July  following,  with  the  divisional  valuation  by  the 
experts  of  the  30th  of  the  same  July,  the  preparatory  proceedings 
for  the  sale  of  the  lots  and  the  sale  itself ;  all  which  he  characterised 
as  conducted  and  made  by  Ledere  fraudulently,  and  without  the 
consent  of  or  notice  to  the  tutor  of  the  substitution^  together  witli 
alleged  frauds  practised  by  Ledere,  in  keeping  away  bidders,  and 
his  purchase  of  the  said  six  lots  at  low  rates,  less  than  their  value ; 
their  adjudication  to  him  collectively  instead  of  separately,  at  less 
than  their  divisional  valuation  prices ;  and,  finally,  the  nullity  of 
the  deeds  of  sale  to  Ledere  of  the  14th  day  of  September,  1857,  and 
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of  his  deed  of  sale  to  the  Defendant  of  the  2nd  of  November,  1857,       j.  o. 
whereby  no  property  in  the  lot  passed  to  Shorty  Ti^hose  lot  was       is73 
therefore  seized  super  non  domino^  and  thereupon  finally  the     j^"^^^^ 
Opposant  stated  his  breach  and  conclusions  in  the  following         ^' 

tenns : — "*  B  resulte  des  primisses  que  les  proc^d^  adopts  par  le       

Demandeur  actuel  apres  les  actes  de  cession  et  subrogation  qu'il  a 

obtenus  du  dit  Francois  Xavier  Castongnay  comme  susdit  sent 

Duls  de  plein  droU,  et  doivent  etre  eonsideres  eomme  non  avenue.    A 

ees  eatmeSf  le  dit  Opposant  conclut  a  ce  que  tons  et  chacun  des 

proc^^s  adoptes  par  le  Demandeur  actuel  posterieurement  aux 

actes  de  cession  et  de  subrogation  sus-mentionnes,  et  notamment 

apres  Facte  de  subrogation  du  15  Mai  1857,  le  pretendu  ade  de 

vente  par  le  donataire  Franfoie  Xavier  Castonguay  au  Demandeur 

odml  du  14  Seplemhre  1857,  d  le  pretendu  aete  de  vente  par  le  ,     . 

Bemandewr  aetud  au  dit  Defendeur^  John  Shorty   en  date  du 

2  Nowmhre  1858,  invoque  dane^Jes  moyem  de  eoniedation  du  dit 

Demandbwr  "  be  held  to  be  void  and  null,  the  whole  with  costs.' 

Lederey  besides  stating  formal  objections  to  the  suit,  replied 
specially  that  the  adjudication  and  sale  of  the  lots  had  been  made 
in  conformity  with  the  said  judgments  thereon  and  the  practice  of 
the  Court,  and  that  all  the  required  formalities  for  the  sale  of  the 
Ist  of  September  had  been  observed ;  that  the  divisional  report  of 
experts  did  not  require  homologation;  that  under  the  terms  of 
the  deed  of  donation,  it  was  not  necessary  even  to  obtain  judgment 
to  authorize  the  sale ;  and  that  the  Opposant  had  recognised  its 
i^gnlarity  and  validity  by  his  presence  and  bidding  thereat. 

On  the  20th  of  February,  1866,  the  parties  were  heard  on  the 
merits  of  the  Bespondent's  opposition  before  Mr.  Justice  Mank^ 
^ho,  on  the  31st  of  December,  1866,  pronounced  a  judgment,  the 
material  parts  of  which  are  in  the  following  terms : — 

^  The  main  considerations  of  the  judgment  were  that  the  report 
of  experts  was  never  sanctioned,  homologated,  or  approved  by  the 
Court :  that  no  cahier  des  charges  or  conditions  of  sale  of  the  said 
real  estate  was  ever  submitted  to  or  sanctioned  by  the  Court,  or 
ever  notified  to  the  tutor  to  the  substitution,  and  that  no  legal 
notice  or  conditions  of  the  contemplated  sale  were  ever  made  to 
the  public,  to  the  Courts  or  to  the  tutor ;  that  for  the  reasons  afore* 
said,  the  pretended  sale  and  adjudication  of  the  said  real  estate 
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J.C.       made  on  the  Ist  of  September,  1857,  was  null  and  void,  and  that 

187S       whereas  in  and  by  the  aforesaid  report  of  experts  it  was  reported 

LnLiBx     Ai^d  declared  that  the  said  real  estates  should  all  be  sold  in  separate 

BsAUDBT     ^^^  **  ^:^ed  prices,  yet  the  Plaintiff,  LecTere,  purchased  the  lots 

en  Hoe,  together,  and  not  separately,  and  for  one  sum  for  the 

whole,  and  not  for  a  particular  sum  for  each  lot ;  and  under  the 
price  fixed  by  the  experts :  that  the  vente  de  jouissance  made  by 
tiie  said  Franfoia  Xavier  Castonffuay  to  the  Plaintiff  and  Olivier 
Gareeau,  dated  the  22nd  of  April,  1857,  and  the  deed  of  sale  and 
subrogation,  dated  the  15th  of  May,  1857,  and  the  deed  of  sale, 
dated  the  14th  of  September,  1857,  were  null  and  void  in  law, 
and  did  not  confer  any  right  of  usufruct  or  of  property  upon  the 
said  LecTere  or  the  said  Gareeau,  the  said  jouissanee  being  inalien- 
able by  the  said  Franfoia  Xavier  Castangaay,  and  the  aforesaid 
.  real  estate  being  substituted  in  favour  of  persons  and  parties  not 
represented  legally  or  otherwise  in  the  said  deeds  of  the  15th  of 
May  and  the  14th  of  September.  That  the  Opposant  had  proved 
by  legal  and  suflScient  evidence  the  material  allegations  of  his 
opposition. 

The  Court  consequently  declared  the  said  Opposant,  Jean  Lorn 
Beaudry,  the  true  and  lawful  owner  and  proprietor  of  one-third  and 
one  twenty-first  undivided  part  {*'  d^un  tiers  et  un  vingi  et  unAme 
indivie  ")  of  the  lot  or  parcel  of  land  and  premises  seized  in  the 
cause  under  and  in  virtue  of  the  aforesaid  writ  of  execution,  and 
as  mentioned  or  described  in  the  prodeMferlal  of  said  seizure,  and 
granted  main-levie  to  the  said  Opposant  of  the  seizure  of  said  one- 
third  and  one  twenty-first  imdivided  part  of  said  lot  or  parcel  of 
land  and  premises,  with  costs  against  Plaintiff  contesting. 

The  judgment  was  accompanied  with  remarks  by  the  learned 
Judge,  from  which  the  following  is  an  extract : — 

^  As  to  the  question  of  the  homologation  of  the  second  report^  the 
Court  finds  difliculty  in  holding  it  to  be  necessary  a  peine  de  nuBite. 
It  is  not  easy  to  see  why  an  action  was  necessary  at  all  by  Franfois 
Xomer  Castonguay,  The  donation  gave  a  right  to  sell  on  consti- 
tution de  rente^  after  the  report  of  experts  was  made,  and  why 
should  he  bring  a  suit  ?  Nevertheless,  he  did  sue,  and  the  Coort 
ordered  the  sale  after  certain  formalities ;  it  homologated  the  first 
report,  and  if  the  legal  donee  took  proceedings  he  was  bound  to 
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carry  them  outy  and  have  the  second  report  homologated  also,  and  J.  C. 
the  new  terms  and  conditions  of  sale  sanctioned  by  the  Court.  1873 
This  is  the  opinion  I  hare  arrived  at.  LacLiBB 

"  In  the  next  place,  the  tutor  to  the  substitution  does  not  seem  to    bbatobt. 

have  been  consulted  as  to  the  conditions  of  sale,  nor  to  have  been       

present  at  the  sale.  Tliis  alone  is  fatal  to  the  proceedings.  In 
the  next  place,  LecVere  bought  six  lots  en  htoe,  which  was  also 
irregular.  So  that  Leclere  acquired  nothing  under  the  sale  nomi- 
nally made,  and  his  titles  must  be  declared  invalid  and  be  set 
aside. 

''  As  to  frauds  set  up  by  Beaudry  as  having  been  practised  by 
Ledere,  they  have  not  been  proved.  There  was  a  looseness  in  his 
proceedings,  and  irregularity  in  the  particulars  referred  to,  but  no 
such  intention  as  is  imputed  to  him." 

The  Plaintiff,  Pierre  Edouard  Leclere,  had  died  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  suit  in  the  Superior  Court,  and  the  Appellants,  as  his 
universal  residuary  legatees,  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  where  the  appeal  was  heard  on  the  3rd  and  4th  of  June, 
1869,  before  five  Judges;  and  on  the  9th  of  December,  1869,  the 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  was  affirmed  with  costs,  by  a 
judgment  in  which  three  Judges  concurred,  namely.  Justices 
Caron,  Drummond^  and  Laranger^  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  dissenting. 
It  afterwards  appeared  that  Chief  Justice  Duvalf  who  heard  the 
argument,  but  was  prevented  by  illness  from  assisting  at  the  judg- 
ment, also  dissented. 

The  reasons  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
are  stated  as  follows,  in  the  notes  of  Justice  Caron,  to  which 
Justices  Dmmmond  and  Loranger,  who  are  therein  mentioned  to 
have  approved  them,  subscribed  their  concurrence. 

''The  judgment  appealed  against  maintains  the  opposition  of 
Beaudry  "  (the  Bespondent),  '*  declaring  him  the  proprietor  of  one- 
third  and  one  twenty-first  undivided  part  of  the  immoveable  seized, 
and  grants  him  fnaithleveey  with  costs. 

^  This  judgment,  according  to  the  considerations  which  it  con- 
tains, is  founded  entirely  upon  the  nullity  in  law  of  divers  titles, 
which  the  Plaintiff,  the  Appellant,  invokes ;  nullity  arising  out  of 
the  irregularity  of  the  sale  of  the  lots,  of  which  the  lot  seized 
forms  part,  and  of  the  adjudication  which  the  said  Plaintiff  caused 
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Beaudbt. 
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J.  C.  to  be  made  thereof  to  himself,  proceedings  which  are  declared  to 
1873  be  as  contrary  to  the  deed  of  donation  which  he  invokes  as  to  the 
Lkolebe    judgments  also  alleged  by  both  parties. 

<'  These  considerations  appear  to  be  based  on  tact  according  to 
the  evidence,  and  that  being  so,  the  legal  deductions  which  are 
drawn  from  them  appear  to  be  correct 

**  I  am,  then,  at  present  inclined  to  think  that  the  judgment 
ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  Plaintiff  would  be  in  a  better  position 
if  the  donee  had  not  brought  an  action  to  cause  a  power  of  sale  to 
be  given  him  which  the  donation  itself  gave.  Having  chosen  to 
place  himself  in  the  hands  of  the  law,  he  was  bound  to  execute  the 
instructions  given  him,  and  the  sale  ought  to  have  been  accom- 
panied by  all  the  formalities  imposed  by  the  Court.  Now  many 
of  these  formalities,  important,  if  not  essential,  have  been  omitted, 
and  that,  according  to  the  evidence,  under  the  direction  of  Plain- 
tiff, in  his  interest  and  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  parties  inte- 
rested. 

'*  These  are  the  considerations  which  have  led  me  to  believe  that 
the  judgment  is  right,  contrary  to  what  I  thought  at  first,  as  it 
then  appeared  to  me  that  as  the  donee  could  of  himself,  without 
authori^^ation,  sell  the  immoveable  of  the  substitution  without 
being  obliged  to  have  recourse  to  the  Court,  the  erroneous  pro- 
ceedings which  had  taken  place  could  not  prejudice  the  sale,  since 
they  ought  to  be  looked  upon  only  as  surplusage  which  could  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  sale ;  but,  upon  reflection,  I  think  that 
since  a  judgment  has  been  sought  and  obtained,  and  that  at  the 
request  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  conditions  which  it  has  imposed  ought 
to  have  been  complied  with." 

Mr.  Justice  Badgley  entered  very  fully  into  the  facts  and  the 
law  of  the  case.  The  following  passages  are  taken  from  his  judg- 
ment : — 

**  The  donor  died  in  1843,  and  in  the  following  year  Franfm 
Xa/vier  determined  to  exercise  his  power  to  sell  the  orchard  under 
the  conditions  contained  in  the  deed  of  donation.  Now  it  is  con- 
ceded on  all  hands  that  he  had  full  and  sufficient  authority  by 
that  deed  to  make  a  valid  sale  without  recourse  to  proceedings  at 
law,  but  desirous,  ex  mdiore  eauUld,  and  to  give  the  assurance  of 
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law  to  his  power  by  a  declaratory  judgment  in  favour  of  his  right,        J.  0. 
he  was  advised  to  institute  a  suit  at  law  for  this  purpose,  which        1873 
required  a  representative  of  the  substitution  to  be  Defendant  in     lsolere 
the  suit,  against  whom  the  judgment  might  be  rendered  eontror    gg^^'u^y 
didoirement.    It  became  necessary  to  appoint  a  tutor  to  the  sub-        : — 
stitation,  to  act  as  such  Defendant,  and  for  that  purpose  he  caused 
a  petition  to  be  presented  to  a  Judge  in  Chambers,  which,  reciting 
his  right  of  usufruct  and  power  of  sale  under  the  deed  of  donation, 
and  also  the  substitution  therein  established  in  favour  of  his 
children,  and  his  belief  that  the  appointment  of  the  experts 
mentioned  in  the  deed  should  be  the  joint  action  of  himself  and  of 
a  person  appointed  to  represent  that  substitution,  prayed  that  a 
tutor  should  be  appointed  for  that  special  purpose ;  whereupon, 
after  the  necessary  judicial  and  formal  proceedings  had,  Josqoh 
Cadongwiy  became  the  tutor  specially  to  represent  that  sub- 
stitution. 

'^It  may  be  proper  at  once  to  observe,  with  reference  to  this 
appointment,  that  the  iuleur  a  la  substtiiMon  was  unknown  to  the 
old  French  law  in  force  some  time  prior  to  the  Ordonnanee  des 
SubstUutions  of  1747,  and  was  the  adoption  of  later  French  practice ; 
the  appointment,  however,  was  special,  without  real  authority  or 
responsibility.  Unlike  the  tutor  to  a  minor,  the  interests  of  the 
substitution  were  not  in  his  charge,  and  he  was  the  merely  nominal 
representative  of  the  substitutes  as  against  the  greve.  Thivenot 
d^EsMvle  describes  the  oflSce  as  follows : — '  Naa  tuietirs  a  la  st«i- 
ztitution  ne  sard  guere  nommis  que  powr  metire  le  grevi  en  Uai  de 
fairejuger  eea  prStentions  conire  lee  9iibdUu6s  dont  le  droit  rCed  pas 
ouverif  c'est  vmfereowne  qui  a  ite  imaginSpaur  donner  au  greve  un 
adversaire  eontre  lequelilpuisse diriger  eon  aeHon,ete.  ete.^  quand  lee 
eubstiiuienepetiventounevetdenipaslef^^  This 

was  the  qualite  and  office  of  the  tutor  appointed,  as  stated  above, 
who  was  the  Defendant  in  the  suit,  the  conclusions  of  which  prayed 
that  the  right  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  said  Franfoie  XavieTy  to  sell 
the  orchard  should  be  affirmed  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and 
that  experts  should  be  appointed  to  report  as  to  the  adyantage  to 
the  said  substitutes  of  effecting  the  sale."  •  •  •  • 

"  The  Opposant  claims  the  property  through  the  three  children  of 
(1)  Traits  des  Substitutions  [Ed.  1778],  art.  1273. 
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J.  c.       the  late  Benjamin  Castonguay,  who  died,  as  stated,  some  years  prior 

1878        to  the  date  of  the  deed  of  donation,  and  he  a^ers  that  they  were 

LiotkRB     <^PP^^  to  the  substitution,  that  is,  substitutes  created  by  that  deed, 

«   ^'         and  that  the  substitution  became  open  to  them  and  in  their  favour, 

under  the  terms  of  the  deed  of  donation,  upon  the  death  of  JPran- 

foi$  Xavier  without  children ;  and  that  their  proprietary  right  rests 
upon  the  particular  clause  of  the  deed  recited  above,  and  also  at 
length  in  his  opposition,  and  which  is  as  follows :  '  Et  dan$  le  cas 
de  inert  du  dit  doncUaire  sans  enfans,  la  jovd$ganoe  et  uiufruU  de» 
hiens  a  lui  prSsentement  dannea  8eront  reversAles  a  8es  frbres  et 
sosurs  ou  a  aucun  d'eux  pour  par  eux  en  jouir  leur  vie  durante,  et 
8%  au  deeisB  du  dit  donaiaire  eans  enfam  tout  ses  freres  et  soeurs 
etaient  deoidis^  la  prapriete  de$  diis  biens  retoumera  et  appartiendra 
a  leurg  enfans  nes  et  a  naUre  en  UffUime  fnariage,  pour  Stre  partagk 
enir^eux  par  souchee' 

"  Taking  the  entire  clause,  its  plain  meaning  manifests  the  donor 
contemplating  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  donee  living  at  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  as  surviving  him  at  his  death  without  chil- 
dren, and  their  leaving  legitimate  children,  because  she  then  and 
there  directed  and  stipulated  that,  upon  his  death  without  chil- 
dren, the  usufruct  and  enjoyment  given  to  him  should  revert  to 
and  be  enjoyed  by  those  brothers  and  sisters,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  a  disposition  which  could  not  include  Benjamin,  who  had 
died  several  years  prior  to  the  making  of  the  disposition,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  if  upon  such  occurrence  all  his  referred-to  brothers  and 
sisters,  that  is,  those  contemplated  by  her  as  above,  were  dead,  the 
absolute  given  property  should  return  and  belong  to  their  children, 
bom  and  to  be  born  of  them  in  marriage,  to  be  divided  amongst 
them  par  souches.  The  words  'leurs  enfants  nSs  et  a  natlre  en 
Uffitime  mariage '  could  not  apply  to  the  children  of  the  long-before 
pre-deceased  BenjamUn.  .  •  .  • 

**  No  homologation  \i.e.  of  the  Second  Beport]  was  either  ordered 
or  required,  and,  if  needed,  its  omission  was  not  fftial,  where  the  law 
did  not  attach  any  penalty  of  nullity  to  the  absence  of  the  formality. 
It  is  also  objected  that  the  judgment  of  1847  directed  the  observ- 
ance of  requisite  fcrmalities  for  the  sale ;  a  reference  to  the  adjudg- 
ing terms  of  the  judgment  itself  shews  no  such  direction,  mentioning 
formalitie  requieee  as  an  incident  of  the  ecmiiderant  only ;  but  even 
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if  they  were  directed,  they  were  not  specified,  and  therefore,  as       J.  C. 
observed  above,  coold  only  be  those  adopted  in  practice,  to  give  the       1878 
best  publicity  to  the  sale,  and  to  secare  the  highest  price  for  the     leciXiis 
property ;  unlike  the  sale  of  minors'  property,  this  power  to  sell    ^   ^' 

required  none  of  the  formalities  of  family  advice  or  judicial  sane*       

tion,  the  power  here  existed  independent  of  either,  and  there  only 
remained  the  publicity  to  be  assured  which  the  law  found  in  the 
announcements  of  sale  by  affiehes  and  eneJieres.  Having  the  power 
to  sell,  as  an  absolute  right  for  his  own  personal  beneficiary  purpose, 
he  required  no  Court  authority  for  its  exercise.  Furgoie  says  (1), 
that  the  Ordonnance  of  Substitutions,  [which  in  this  matter  is 
declarative  of  French  practice,  at  and  before  its  promulgation  in 
1747,  *fC&tige  paa  que  le  greve  dbtienne  una  ordonnanee  dejuriiee 
four  proeeder  aux  encJierea  ni  A  la  venie,  eette  formalUe  n*ed  done 
pas  necesmiref  and  Orenier^  in  his  'Treatise  of  Donations,'  a 
modem  author  of  repute,  says,  *  On  doit  remarquer  enoore  que  la 
verUe  doit  etre  faiie  du  seul  mouvement  du  grev^,  sans  qu'il  soit 
neoessaire  de  I'autorit^  de  la  justice.  Tel  est  le  voeu  de  la  loi,  a 
laquelle  on  ne  doit  point  ajouter.  FwrgoU  en  faieani  aum  Tobeer* 
vaiicn  *  (2).  Both  advise  that  the  formalities  of  affiehes  and  eneheres 
should  be  adopted  and  observed,  and  Furgole  says  (3),  *  Je  crois  nean- 
moins  que  le  grevS  ne  peut  pas  fairs  ces  alienations  a  moins  qu'il 
n'en  ait  repu  un  pouvoir  et  un  mandat  de  la  part  des  substituants, 
sans  y  observer  les  formalitSs  preserites  par  FArt,  8de  ee  titre,  e^est^* 
dire,  sans  affiehes  et  eneheres  ;  ear^  si  ces  formalites  sont  nSeessaires 
pour  la  venie  des  meubles  qui  sent  ordinairement  de  peu  dHmportanee^ 
dies  sont  eneore  plus  necessaires  pour  l  alienation  des  immeubles  dont 
Totjet  est  plus  consid&rcihW  In  French  practice,  the  rule  of  those  for- 
malities prevailed  even  for  the  sale-empoweredj^r^^,  and  that  rule 
has  been  strictly  and  more  than  fully  carried  out  in  this  case ;  the 
object  of  the  rule  being  to  ensure  publicity  for  the  sale,  and  to 
prevent  fraud  and  sacrifice  in  the  sale  of  the  property.  It  is 
proved  of  record  by  the  documents  of  sale  produced,  that  written 
notices  of  sale  were  made  and  used  by  the  huissier  employed ;  that 
they  contained  a  description  of  the  several  lots  as  numbered  in  the 
plan,  their  several  dimensions  and  boundaries;   that  they  were 

(1)  Commontaire  de  rOrdonnance  sur  les  Substitutions  [a.d.  1767],  tit  ii.  art.  8. 
(2)  L  No.  392,  pp.  842,  843.  (3)  Furgole,  tit.  ii.,  art  31. 
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J*  G.       announced  to  be  sold  on  the  Ist  of  September  following  in  the  pnUie 

1878       conrt  room  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  the  Court  Hoose  of  this,  city, 

LioLkRB     and  to  be  then  and  there  adjudged  to  the  highest  bidder  upon  the 

BEAroBT.    ^™^  and  conditions  in  the  oahier  des  ehargn  deposited  with  the 

selling  notary  Bourhonniere  ;  that  the  notice  was  aflixed  and  posted 

on  the  door  of  the  parish  church  of  this  city  on  the  16th  of  August 
preceding  the  sale,  and  was  there  publicly  read  and  announced  in 
French  and  English  at  the  isisue  of  Divine  service  on  the  three 
consecutive  Sundays  previous  to  the  sale,  the  16thy  28rdy  and  30th 
of  August ;  that  the  return  of  the  bailiff  was  deposited  with  the 
notary,  to  form  part  of  his  record  of  official  proceedings  for  the  sale. 
''The  witness.  Notary  Bttwrhonnierey  who  conducted  the  sale, 
proves  that  the  sale  had  been  also  advertised  in  four  or  five  publio 
newspapers  published  in  the  city  in  French  and  English.  Now 
these  formalities  so  adopted  carried  out  the  requirements  of  law 
and  practice  which  Fwrgohy  at  p.  288,  explains  'tZ  suffira  qu'U 
fosse  apposer  des  affiehes  dans  les  lieux  6k  la  vente  doii  etre  faiie,  el 
dans  les  liewx  eireonvoisins,  si  le  lieu  ad  la  vemte  doit  Sire  faiie  n^ed 
pas  ime  viUe  e&nsidSrable :  que  si  e'est  une  viBe,  les  affiehes  doiverd 
eire  mises  aua  ports  des  Eglises  paroissialeSy  ete,,  ete.y  afin  qut  Is 
puUie  en  soit  informe,  eependant  U  suffii  que  le  grevi  rapports  des 
eosploUs  de  TapposiOon  et  affiehes  etc^  el  apres  que  les  affiehes  auronl 
demeurS  pendant  tm  temps  suffiMintp(mr  inslruire  le  pMie,  la  vente 
serafaite  aux  encKeres  dont  U  sera  dressS  un  proeeS'Verbal  pd  sera 
signs  par  un  huissier'  and  GhenieVj  the  modem  French  author 
above  referred  to,  says  '  Belcdivement  a  ees  formes,  H  est  difficile 
d^appliquer  a  eette  matiere  cdles  qui  soni  preserites  par  le  code  de 
procedure  civile  rdatives  a  la  vente  de  biens  de  la  part  d^un  heriHer 
binSfieiaire,  ou  d!un  eurateur  a  une  succession  vaeanie,  ou  dla  vente 
des  Hens  des  mineurs.  La  difference  des  eas  et  des  personnes  eearte 
Vapplicaiion  de  ees  regies :  mats  U  suffii  qiiU  y  aii  des  formes  indi- 
quSes  par  le  Tribunal,  le  tuieur  a  la  substitution  auant  He  appde  (as 
he  was  in  the  suit  aforesaid)  qui  aientpour  risvUai  que  la  vente  soil 
faite  publiquement  et  sans  frauds,  wns  eslimaiion  prealable  ordonnee 
par  jugement  etfaite  par  experts  nommes  en  justice  d  la  vente  faiie 
aux  encheres  el  en  FStude  d^un  notaire  (in  this  case  in  the  Court 
room,  more  public  than  a  notary's  office,  and  more  commodious) 
apres  des  affiidhes  apposSes  av^x  lieux  aeeoutumees  et  dont  Tapposi- 
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Hon  8oii  eUMie  paraissent  presenter  tOQtes  les  stLret&i  possiblea.'  J.  0. 
Besides  these  requirements,  as  stated  by  Orenier,  there  were  the  1878 
public  advertisements  in  the  city  newspapers.  There  could  there-  i^^^ 
fore  be  no  irregularity  in  these  proceedings ;  but  it  is  objected^  Hiak 
there  was  no  eahier  des  charges  of  the  sale,  which  should  have  been 
submitted  to  the  Court  for  approval,  and  also  to  the  tutor.  Now» 
the  conditions  and  terms  under  which  the  sale  was  made,  and  which, 
it  is  proved  were  read  by  the  notary  in  French  and  English  to  the 
audience  before  the  sale  commenced,  are  filed  and  proved  in  this 
eont^tion,  the  eahier  des  charges  being,  in  fact)  nothing  but  those, 
conditions  drawn  up  formally  for  the  sale  either  by  the  vendor  him-, 
self  or  by  his  conducting  notary,  as  they  would  be  in  the  conditions 
of  auction  sales  by  the  selling  auctioneer.  ^  Le  eahier  des  charges 
est  un  aete  par  lequel  on  regie  les  conditions  Sune  adjudieatiou 
publique ;  dans  les  adjudieationSy  le  vendeur  ne  iraitant  qu'aveo  U 
puUie  U  est  necessaire  quit  fosse  connaitre  les  charges  et  eandiUons  de 
la  vente  dans  le  eahier  des  charges  appele  aussi  eahier  d^enehsres. 
Quand  il  s^agii  d^adjudieation  vohntaire  U  est  faeuUaiif  de  le 
ridiger  au  moment  de  Tadjudioalion  ou  d'avanee  ;  et,  lorsque  la  vente. 
est  remise  devani  unnotaire  lecahierdes  charges peut  eire indiff&rem^ 
nient  redige  par  Tavoue  povrsuivant  le  notadre  o%i  les  parties,  etc. 
Td  est  Vusage  a  Paris,  partieulierement  povr  les  lidiations,  etc.,  etc., 
et  meme  U  peut  etre  redige  par  la  partie  paursuivante  eUe-mime ;. 
ainsijugee  par  Arret  de  Cassation,  1828/ 

**  The  description  of  the  property  to  be  sold,  with  its  particulars, 
and  the  conditions  of  sale  without  uncertainty  or  ambiguity,  under 
the  hand  of  the  notary,  constitute  the  eahier  des  charges,  and 
Be  YiUargues,  in  his  Dictionary  of  the  Code,  says,  ^  au  surplus  le 
eahier  des  charges  non-contesties  (that  is,  by  a  regular  contestation 
before  the  sale),  avant  V  adjudication  fait  la  loi  a  toutes  les  parties,* 
Arret  de  Cassation,  11  Aug.  1813.  Both  were  in  form  under  the 
hand  of  the  notary,  and  were  signed  by  him  after  submission  to, 
and  approval  by,' the  counsel  at  law  of  the  said  Franfois  Xavier, 
and  of  the  said  Leelere, 

'*  The  Court  had  nothing  to  do  with  them,  because  the  vente  a 

FeneKere  was  the  prerogative  of  the  vendor,  the  greve,  without  its 

interference  or  sanction,  and  the  oflScial  approval  of  the  tutor  was 

not  needed  for  the  same  reason,  and  moreover  because  he  had 
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J.  C.       already  impliedly  approved  the  sale  by  his  general  submission  a 

1873       judiee"*  .... 

Lecl^b         *'  As  to  the  presence  of  the  tutor  at  the  sale,  it  is  only  necessary 

Bea'iIdbt.    t^  say  that  it  was  a  matter  indifferent,  because  it  is  laid  down  that 

—        *  sa  prisenee  a  la  verOe  tted  pas  indispensoMe,  U  tCed  done  pas 

nieessaire  de  la  constaier/  The  general  charges  of  fraud  and  connir- 

ance  alleged  against  Xr^oZere  are  entirely  without  foundation''.  .  .  . 

"  Under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  contention,  it  appears  that 
no  substitution  in  fayour  of  the  Ilespondent*s  vendors,  the  three 
children  of  Benjamin,  was  established  by  the  deed  of  donation  or 
opened  for  them  as  appeles  by  the  death  of  Franfois  Xavier  with- 
out  children;  that  they  had  no  proprietary  right  in  the  substi- 
tuted  property,  the  orchard,  nor  consequently  in  the  lot  under 
seizure,  and  could  not  convey  any  to  the  Bespondent ;  that  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  sale  of  the  orchard  was  conducted  with 
the  requisite  formalities  of  law  and  practice ;  that  the  adjudication 
and  sale  were  formal  and  regular ;  and  that  the  several  deeds  of 
sale  specially  objected  against  by  the  Bespondent,  to  wit,  the  deed 
of  sale  by  Franfois  Xavier  of  the  14th  of  September,  1 857,  of  the 
said  six  numbered  lots  for  the  consideration  therein  mentioned  to 
the  said  Leelerey  were  and  are  good  and  valid  in  law,  the  said 
LeeVere  thereby  becoming  proprietor  of  the  said  six  lots ;  that  the 
deed  of  sale  by  the  said  Leclere  to  the  said  Defendant  of  one 
of  the  said  six  lots,  to  wit.  No.  9,  imder  seizure  in  this  cause, 
whereby  the  said  Defendant  became  proprietor  thereof  also,  was 
and  is  good  and  valid  in  law ;  that  the  opposition  ajin  d'annvler 
made  and  filed  herein  by  the  Bespondent,  Opposant  aforesaid, 
against  the  seizure  of  the  said  lot  is  untenable  in  law  and  fact,  and 
should  be  dismissed  with  costs,  leaving  to  the  said  Bespondent  his 
recourse  for  his  said  one  twenty-first  part  of  the  constituted  rent 
attached  upon  the  said  lot  when  the  same  shall  become  open  in  his 
favour." 

From  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  the  repre- 
sentatives of  LeeVere  appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in  CounciL 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  WiUs,  Q^C.i  and  Mr.  Westlake,  for  the  Appellants : — 
The  donor  may  make  what  terms  he  pleases  in  his  deed  of  gifty 
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and  may  confer  wbat  powers  he  thinks  fit  upon  the  institute :       J.  a 
Bemobmhe,  art  455,  p.  432  [a.  d.  1865] ;  art  457^  p.  433.    Here       187S 
the  donor  has  given  a  power  of  sale  in  certain  events,  and  on     lbolebb 
observing  certain  conditions.    That  takes  it  out  of  the  ordinary 
category.  Demolombe^  tit.  xxii.  art  561,  p.  532,  where  he  says  that 
the  grevi  may  sell  **  Icrsque  le  ditpoMni  lui^meme  en  avaii  ordowne 
In  venUr    The  word  ordonnS  used  in  the  passage  cited  must  mean 
that  the  order  was  given  in  the  act  of  donation,  because  sub- 
stitutions are  irrevocable. 

« 

Where  the  donee  has  the  power  to  sell  as  an  absolute  right  for 
his  own  personal  benefit^  he  requires  no  Court  authority  for  its 
exercise:  Furgole,  Cammeniaire  de  TOrdonnanee  sw  lea  Svbitiiu^ 
tiom  [Ed.  1767],  tit  ii.,  art.  31 ;  Thevenot  d'Essatde,  Traite  de$ 
Subdittdione  [Ed.  1778],  pL  21 ;  Baland  de  YiOarguea,  Did.  m 
''  SitbMfdion;'  Nos.  253,  254,  255. 

The  existence  of  this  special  power  to  sell  makes  the  case 
exceptional,  and  renders  inapplicable  the  authorities  which  will  be 
cited  to  shew  that  the  donee  can  only  sell  with  judicial  formalities. 

The  contention  of  the  Bespondents  would  make  out  that  there 
is  no  difference  between  the  case  where  the  tenant  for  h'fe  has  and 
where  he  has  not  a  power  of  sale. 

As  to  the  tutor  to  the  substitution,  jBou^Vm,  Z^  Pm^  Qmmun  da 
la  France^  et  la  Coutume  de  Paris  [a.d.  1747],  t  i.  p.  46,  shews  that 
his  functions  were  very  different  from  those  of  a  trustee  in  posses* 
sion  of  the  funds  of  the  eestuis  que  tm$t  He  is  found  mentioned 
only  in  connection  with  the  mohUier^  and  as  having  but  few  duties : 
Demolombe,  tit.  zzii.,  p.  439  ;  Pothier  [a.d.  1845]»  tit.  yiii.,pp.  516, 
518;  Touillier,  v.  p.  690;  Thevenot  SEssaide,  arts.  1266-1270, 
1272,  1273,  and  tit.  ii.,  art  5.  The  condition  here  is,  if  it  be 
judged  advantageous  for  his  children ;  t.  e.  lie  has  a  power  of  sale 
on  the  one  condition  of  ascertaining  this  fact  by  experts.  This 
dispenses  with  all  other  conditions,  and  with  all  formalities  on  the 
principle,  e^^essio  unius,  exelusio  alieriw. 

The  ffreve  had  not  deprived  himself  of  his  right  to  sell :  Sugden 
on  Powers,  8th  ed.  p.  66.  This  being  so,  why  should  he  neces- 
sarily be  present  at  the  sale  ?  A  sale  of  real  property  is  made 
under  quite  different  conditions  from  a  sal^  of  mcbUier. 
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Ji  C.  In  the  ordinaiy  case  of  sale  by  the  institate  there  was  every 

1878        motive  for  him  to  get  the  best  price.    Bat  grant  that  the  donee 

ImoLknt     here,  having  sold  his  life  estatOi  was  redaced  to  the  condition  of  a 

Bba^ddbt.    ^^'^  trustee,  and  that  therefore  it  is  like  the  sale  hj  a  tutor,  and 

the  subrogate  tutor  ought  to  be  present  according  to  modem  prac* 

tice  {Civa  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  art.  299 ;  Code  Nap.  457) ;  is 
there  any  trace  of  this  necessity  in  the  old  law  ?  The  subn^te 
tutor  is  known  to  the  old  law :  Demolombe,  art  461,  p.  489. 

Denwlornbe  usually  shews  what  descends  from  the  old  law.  His 
commentary  on  Art.  459  of  the  Code  NapoUon,  makes  no  mention 
of  the  subrogate  tutor's  presence  at  the  sale  being  required  by 
the  old  law.  Poihier  (tit  ix.,  p.  65)  refers  yery  cursorily  only  to 
the  sale  of  the  real  property  of  a  minor,  and  simply  cites  the 
Code.  TouUier  (ii.  391),  treats  of  it  as  it  is  regulated  under  the 
Code,  and  expresses  strong  disapprobation  of  so  many  formalities. 
There  does  not  appear  to  be  any  authority  to  shew  that  the  tutor 
subrogate  must  be  present  at  the  sale,  nor  that»  under  the  old  law, 
the  tutor  to  the  substitution  must  be  present.  Bourjon  (tit  iii 
p.  586)  says  a  tutor  must  be  present,  but  he  refers  to  passages 
which  do  not  bear  him  out ;  and  tiiis  is  only  a  tutor,  not  a  sub* 
rogate  tutor. 
The  formalities  required  by  the  old  law  in  case  of  sale  by  a  tator 
.  of  the  real  property  of  a  minor  were :  (1)  legitimate  cause  of  sale, 
approved  by  the  Judge  and  the  relatiyes ;  (2)  publication ;  (8)  q^cies. 
Boufjon,  tit.  i.,  p.  473 :  Judge,  affidiea,  proclamations,  remise  ardi* 
noire.  He  refers  to  arrUe  of  the  9th  of  April,  1680,  and  the  28th 
of  February,  1722.  For  these  see  MefOn,  BeeueU  dee  QuedioM 
de Droit,  tit  '*  Absent.**  tit  i.,  p.  6.  He  says  that  by  the  custom  of 
Paris  there  were  required :  (1)  valuation  by  experts ;  (2)  publica- 
tion and  affiehes ;  (3)  en  justice ;  (4)  by  auction*  But  he  says,  in 
the  custom  of  Berry,  only  the  authority  of  cumtor  and  the  decree 
of  the  Judge  were  requisite ;  and  he  argues  that  these  rules  are  not 
uniyersal,  and  that  their  omission  does  not  constitute  the  side  a 
nullity. 

Eyery  one  of  the  formalities  suggested  by  the  Bespondent  him* 
self  has  been  complied  with. 
The  counsel  for  the  Appellant  also  argued  that,  Benjamin  being 
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dead  at  the  date  of  the  deed  of  gift,  his  children  were  not  included       J.  o« 
m  its  proYifiionB*  1878 


Mr.  Eddis,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  W.  GM$,  for  the  Bespondent :—  «• 


The  deed  of  gift  of  the  14th  of  May,  1827,  made  the  exercise  of 
the  poirer  d  sale  given  therein  to  the  donee  dependent  upon  a 
report  of  experts  that  such  sale  was  advantageous  to  the  children, 
and  as  it  did  not  provide  for  the  appointment  of  experts,  necessi- 
tated an  application  to  the  Court  for  that  purpose.  The  Courts 
once  seised  of  the  cause,  retained  seisin  throughout  all  the  sub* 
sequent  proceedings.  Hence  the  effect  of  the  judgment  of  the 
13th  of  October,  1847,  confirmed  in  1857,  declaring  that  the  donee 
had  the  right  to  exercise  the  power  with  observance  of  the  re- 
quired forms,  was  to  impose  as  conditions  not  merely  a  valuation 
by  experts,  but  all  the  formalities  required  upon  a  judicial  sale ; 
and  because  they  were  not  observed  the  sale  is  void  as  against 
the  substitutes.  The  tutor  to  the  substitution  ought  to  have  been 
consulted  in  the  management  of  the  sale,  and  particularly  as  to 
the  conditions  of  sale.  The  second  report  of  the  experts  was  not 
homologated,  and  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the  conduct  of 
the  sale  were  taken  without  the  further  sanction  of  the  Court* 
The  power  of  sale  was  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  substitutes, 
which  could  not  be  delegated,  as  was  attempted  to  be  done  by  the 
deed  of  subrogation.  jP.  X  Cadonguay  had  no  power  to  alienate 
the  usufruct  to  persons  who  were  itranffers,  that  is  to  say,  not 
actual*  members  of  the  family.  The  sale  to  LecTere  was  fraudulent 
and  collusive,  and  not  a  "bona  fde  execution  of  the  power  of  sale. 
The  children  of  Benjamin  were  within  the  terms  of  the  deed  of 
gift,  as  there  is  nothing  to  restrict  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
terms  employed. 

[They  cited  jBenaui  v.  Tourangeau  (1) ;  The  Bank  of  Montreal  y. 
Simpton  (2);  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  arts.  979,  951,  299; 
Nduveau  Denieart,  Table  Supplementaire,  vol.  xiii.,  sub  v. "  FamiHe  ;" 
Furgole,  Commentaire  de  TOrdonnance  stir  les  SttbstittUionSf  tit  ii., 
art.  31 ;  Code  of  CivU  Procedure,  Lower  Canada^  arts.  322,  340, 
345 ;  Bourjon,  tit  iL,  p.  473,  s.  21 ;  Bicard,  TraiU  des  Donations 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  P.  C.  4.  (2)  14  Moo.  P.  C.  417. 
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Mareli  1. 


[a.d.  1723],  vol.  ii.  pp.  478,  479 ;  PigeaUy  La  Procidure  Civile  de$ 
Tribunaux  de  France  {Crivelli),  tit  ii.  p.  680 ;  tit  L  p.  867 ;  Roland 
de  ViUarffues,  Dictionnaire  du  Droit  OivUy  v.  **  SubstiMion^*  No. 
255 ;  V.  «  Yewte  Judieiaire,""  No.  10,  10  bis] 

Their  Lordships'  judgment,  having  been  reserved,  was    now 
delivered  by 

Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

The  late  M.  Pierre  Ledere,  the  Appellant's  testator,  having  ob- 
tained judgment  against  a  Mr.  Short  for  £50,  the  price  of  a  piece 
of  ground,  part  of  an  orchard  in  Montreal,  he  had  sold  to  him,  tli^ 
Sheriff  seized  the  ground  in  execution.  Tiie  Respondent,  Beaudry^ 
filed  an  opposition  to  the  seizure  as  purchaser  of  the  interest  ^ 
persons  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  orchard  under  a  deed  of  gift,  0*^ 
he  sought  to  annul  a  previous  sale  made  to  Pierre  Ledere  hims^^f 
as  well  as  the  subsale  by  Ledire  to  SliorL 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  by  a  majority  of  Judges,  affirmed 
the  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  which  in  effect 
annulled  the  sale  to  Ledere,  and,  whether  this  sale  ought  to  stand 
is  the  principal  question  in  this  appeal. 

By  the  deed  of  gift  referred  to,  dated  the  14th  of  May,  1827, 
Madame  Cadonffuay,  a  widow,  gave  to  her  son  Franfoie  Xavier 
Cadonfffiay,  to  take  effect  as  an  immediate  gift,  the  enjoyment  and 
usufruct  during  his  life  of  lands  in  Montreal,  including  the  orchard 
in  question,  and  after  his  death  she  gave  the  propei-ty,  in  substitu- 
tion, to  his  legitimate  children.  She  further  declared  that,  in  case 
the  donee  died  without  children,  the  enjoyment  and  usufruct 
should  go  ("  seront  riversilies  ")  to  his  brothers  and  sisters,  or  any 
of  them  during  their  lives ;  and  that  if,  at  her  son!s  death,  all  his 
brothers  and  sisters  should  be  dead  (the  event  which  happened) 
the  property  ^^retoumera  et  apparti^ndra^^  to  their  legitimate 
chQdren  JW1"  dirpee  {*'par  souches"). 

Power  was  given  to  the  donee  to  sell  the  orchard  for  a  rent 
charge,  if  it  should  be  judged  by  experts  to  be  advantageous  to 
the  succession.  This  power  under  which  the  sale  in  questioa  was- 
made,  is  in  the  following  terms: — *^  Que  le  dii  donataire  pourra 
vendre  a  eondituiion  de  rente  seulement,  h  tout  ou  partie  du  terrain 
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eomphnie  cCarhresfruUierSj  si  par  experts  et  gens  a  ce  eonmaissans        J.  C. 
eedjuge  avatUoffeux  pour  ses  enfans.^*  1873 

It  is  probable  that  the  suitability  of  the  land  for  building  pur-     LEcii:BK 
poses  was  the  motive  for  giving  this  power  to  the  institute.    Two    -n^^ 

conditions  are  annexed  to  its  exercise: — 1.  That  the  sale  shall       

be  for  a  rent  charge  ("  a  consiiiutian  de  rente  ") ;  and,  2,  that  it 
shall  be  declared  by  experts  to  be  advantageous  to  the  succession. 
It  may  be  observed  that  both  appear  to  have  been  complied 
with. 

F.  X  Castonffuay,  the  institute,  died  childless  in  1861,  having 
survived  all  his  brothers  and  sisters.  Two  brothers,  Jean  Baptists 
and  Benjamin^  left  children.  His  sister  Josephie  married  Ledere^ 
and  there  were  seven  children  of  this  marriage.  Benjamin  died 
before  the  deed  of  gift  of  1827,  leaving  three  sons,  and  the 
Respondent,  Beaudry,  in  1857  purchased  their  expectant  interest 
(one-third)  in  the  substitution.  He  afterwards,  in  1862,  purchased 
the  share  (one  twenty-first)  of  one  of  the  sons  of  Ledere  and  his 
wife  Josephte.  By  virtue  of  these  purchases  (subject  to  a  question 
to  be  hereafter  considered),  Beaudry  became  entitled  to  question  the 
validity  of  the  sale  to  Ledere,  made  by  virtue  of  the  power  in  the 
deed  of  gift  of  1827. 

The  following  are  the  circumstances  under  which  this  sale  was 
made,  so  far  as  they  appear  to  be  material : — 

In  1844,  J!  X  Gastanguay,  the  institute,  desiring  to  exercise 
the  power  of  sale,  filed  a  petition  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
stating  this  desire,  and  that,  with  reference  to  the  condition  re- 
quiring experts  to  certify  that  the  sale  would  be  advantageous,  he 
considered  the  experts  should  be  nominated  by  him  and  a  person 
representing  the  substitutes ;  he,  therefore,  prayed  the  Court  to 
nominate  a  council  of  the  family  to  appoint  a  tutor  to  the  substi- 
tution for  that  purpose. 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  made  on  this  petition  a  family  council 
met  and  appointed  Joseph  Caslonguay  to  be  tutor. 

The  tutor  having  refused  to  name  an  expert,  in  September, 
1844,  F.  X.  Caslonguay  brought  a  suit  against  him  praying  for  a 
declaration  of  his  right  to  sell,  if  experts  certified  that  it  would  be 
advantageous  to  the  substitutes,  and  that  the  tutor  should  be 
ordered  to  nominate  an  expert.    The  Court  ordered  the  parties  to 
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J.  C.       appoint  experts  who  were  to  report  to  the  Court,  and  they  were 
1873        appointed  accordingly,  and  made  a  report  to  the  Court  that  a  sale 
ImIee     ^ovld  be  advantageous  to  the  succession. 
^   ^'  The-  right  to  sell  was  still  disputed  by  the  tutor,  but^  upon  the 

hearing  of  the  cause  the  Court,  on  the  I3ih  of  October,  1847,  after 

referring  to  the  report  of  the,  experts  and  considering  (^'eontM^' 
ranf*)  that  F.  X.  CasUmguay  had  then  the  right  to  exercise  the 
power  ''  en  observarU  lea  formdliiis  requieee^^  adjudged  and  decreed 
that  he  had  the  right  to  sell,  an  estimate  being  first  made  of 
the  value  by  experts  to  be  named  by  the  parties,  or  if  not,  by  the 
Court. 

The  effect  of  this  judgment  is  one  of  the  principal  questions  for 
consid^ation.  It  is  so  far  in  &vour  of  the  Appellants  that  it  de« 
dares  tiie  condition  imposed  by  the  donor,  via.  the  certificate  of 
experts  that  the  sale  was  advantageous,  to  have  been  complied 
with,  and  that  the  donee  had  then  the  right  to  sell.  But  it  was 
insisted  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  that  the  Court  imposed  as 
conditions,  not  merely  a  new  valuation  by  experts,  but  all  the  fonn- 
alities  required  upon  a  judicial  sale,  without  which  the  sale  wonld 
be,  it  was  contended,  a  nullity. 

The  tutor  having  appealed  against  this  judgment  it  was  afiirmed 
with  costs,  ^fter  a  long  delay,  in  1857. 

The  tutor  again  refusing  to  appoint  an  expert,  the  Court  ap- 
pointed one  for  him«  These  experts  reported  that  the  value  of  the 
orchard  was  £5000,  and  their  report  was  confirmed  by  the  Court 
on  the  20th  of  June,  1857. 

It  was  afterwards  thought  to  be  better  to  sell  the  orchard  in  lots^ 
and,  on  the  24th  of  July,  1867,  F.  X  Cadonguay  petitioned  the 
Court  to  appoint  an  expert  for  the  tutor  so  to  value  it.  The  tutor 
appeared,  and  having  submitted  himself  to  the  Court,  the  same 
experts  were  again  appointed.  They  valued  the  orchard,  as 
divided  into  twenty  lots,  and  made  the  aggregate  value^  £5000  as 
before. 

Their  report  was  filed  on  the  SOth  of  July,  1857,  but  no  ap- 
plication was  made  either  to  confirm  or  reject  it,  and  no  farther 
proceeding,  prior  to  the  sale,  was  taken  in  the  suit. 

Pending  these  proceedings,  F.  X  CasUmguayy  by  a  deed  of  the 
22nd  of  April,  1857,  sold  his  life  interest  in  the  usufruct  to  Leti^j 
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and  one  Ocnreeau,  whose  rights  Leetere  afterwards  acquired.    By       J.  O. 
another  deed  of  the  15th  of  May,  1867,  i^iting  that  subrogation       IST? 
had  been  omitted  in  the  deed  of  sale,  Oashnffuay  declared  that     Tjcoi^ 
Ledere  and  Qareeau  should  be  subrogated  in  aU  his  rights  under    3  tL  ^  ^ 
the  deed  of  gift,  and  the  judgments  of  the  13th  of  October,  1847,       — — 
and  on  the  appeal,  and  might  exercise  them  in  his  name,  consenting 
to  do  all  acts  necessary  to  giye  them  entire  possession  of  the 
rights  ceded  to  them  by  the  deed  of  sale. 

It  was  after  the  usufruct  for  the  life  of  F.  X  CaxUmguay  became 
thus  Tested  in  Led^e^  that  the  purchase  by  him  of  the  corpus 
of  parts  of  the  orchard,  which  is  now  impeached,  took  place. 

The  orchard  was  sold  on  the  1st  of  September,  1867,  at  an 
auction  held  at  the  Court  House.  AU  the  lots  were  sold,  and  a 
price  realised  much  in  excess  of  the  valuation,  viz.,  in  all  £6442. 

Ledere  was  the  highest  bidder  for  six  lots,  which,  after  being 
put  tip  separately,  were  offered  [in  one  lot.  They  were  knocked 
down  to  him  for  £1000.  These  lots  had  been  valued  at  £1300, 
and  Ledere  afterwards  i^reed  to  pay- that  sum  for  them.  AU  the 
lots  were  sold  **d  eansUiuUion  detente,**  calculated  at  6  per  cent  on 
the  purchase-money. 

On  the  14th  of  September,  1857,  F.  X  Oaehnffuay  conveyed  by 
deed  of  sale  these  six  lots  to  Ledere.  On  the  2nd  of  November, 
1857,  Ledere  sold  one  lot  to  Short,  as  stated  in  the  outset,  for  £50 
in  addition  to  the  rent*charge ;  but  this  sum  really  represented  a 
a  profit  of  £30  only  (£20  having  been  paid  by  Led^e  for  com- 
muting the  seignorial  rights)  and  was  not  payable  for  five  years. 

The  above  purchase  by  Ledere  of  the  six  lots  is  impeached  by 
Beavdry  in  the  proceedings  which  give  occasion  to  the  present 
appeal,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  sale  was  fraudulent  and  col- 
lusive, and  not  a  hona  fide  execution  of  the  power  of  sale ;  and 
second,  that  the  requisite  formaUties  required  upon  a  judicial  sale 
not  having  been  complied  with,  the  sale  is  void  as  against  the 
substitutes. 

As  to  fraud,  the  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  Mr.  Justice  Monk, 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  had  not  been  established.  He  says : 
^  As  to  frauds  being  set  up  by  Beaudry  as  having  been  practised 
by  Ledere,  they  have  not  been  proved.  There  was  looseness  in  his 
proceedings  and  irregularity  in  the  particulars  referred  to,  but  no 
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J.  C.        such  iutention  as  is  imputed  to  him."    The  three  Judges  who 
1878        formed  the  majority  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  do  not  dissent 
Lbo^bb     ^^^^  ^^^^  opinion,  and  their  Lordships  are  satisfied  with  it. 

«•  The  principal  objections  urged  at  their  Lordships'  Bar  on  this 

part  of  the  case  were  based  on  the  deed  of  subrogation,  by  which 

Leclere  was  subrogated  in  all  the  rights  of  the  donee.  It  was  con- 
tended that  the  power  of  sale  was  a  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
substitutes  which  could  not  be  delegated;  but  this,  their  Lordships 
think,  is  not  its  true  nature.  The  settlor  gave  this  power  to  Ler 
son,  the  donee,  who  was  the  principal  object  of  her  bounty,  for  his 
own  benefit  as  well  as  that  of  his  successors.  She  guarded  the 
substitution  by  two  conditions,  viz.  by  requiring  the  sale  to  be  for 
a  rent-charge,  and  a  previous  report  of  experts.  Jn  so  far  as  the 
power  of  sale  affected  the  usufruct,  Leclere  had,  after  the  transfer 
to  him,  a  beneficial  interest  in  the  exercise  of  it,  and  to  that  extent 
the  subrogation  was  protective  of  his  own  rights.  The  e:tecution 
of  the  power,  no  doubt,  remained  with  F,  X.  Caaionffiujuf,  and  he, 
in  fact,  did  exercise  it  by  authorizing  and  joining  in  the  sale  and 
executing  the  deeds  of  conveyance. 

No  authority  in  Canadian  law  was  cited  to  shew  that  the  aliens* 
tion  of  the  usufruct  by  Gastonffuay^  and  the  subrogation  of  bis 
rights  in  LecTere,  rendered  the  execution  of  the  power  by  the 
former  invalid.  Upon  principle  there  is  no  reason  it  should  be 
so.  It  might  be  very  much  to  the  prejudice  of  the  substitution  to 
hold  that  powers  of  this  kind  were  extinguished  upon  a  sale  of  the 
usufruct,  which  the  greve  is  competent  to  make,  or  that  its  subse- 
quent execution  should  be  considered  necessarily  to  indicate  fraud. 
In  an  analogous  case  arising  in  England  it  was  held  that  the  power 
was  not  extinguished,  and  that  its  subsequent  exercise  was  not 
evidence  of  mcda  fdes :  see  Aleosander  v.  Milh  (1). 

No  doubt,  Ledere  took  the  most  active  part  in  the  management 
of  the  sale ;  but  F,  X,  Cadonguay  concurred  in  all  that  was  done, 
and  had  separate  legal  advisers,  to  whom  the  conditions  of  sale 
were  submitted.  Nothing  unusual  or  objectionable  has  been  pointed 
out  in  these  conditions,  and  it  appears  the  usual  and  full  publicity 
was  given  to  the  sale. 
Evidence  was  given  of  negotiations  between  Ledere  and  a  Mr. 

(I)  Law  Bep.  6  Ch.  App.  124. 
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Simpson  with  a  view  to  establish  that  Simpson  was  preyented  from       J.  C. 
bidding  by  a  promise  from  LecVere  to  sell  to  him  after  the  anetion,       1873 
but  the  proof  on  this  point  is  quite  inconclusiye ;  and,  on  the  other     LaoLtiis 
hand,  there  is  much  evidence  to  shew  that  Leetere  exerted  himself    biaudbi. 

to  obtain  a  good  sale,  and  to  counteract  the  efforts  of  Beaudry       

himself  to  prejudice  it.  There  is  satisfactory  evidence  that  the 
sale  was  well  attended,  and  that  the  biddings  were  fairly  con- 
ducted. 

Although  some  of  the  circumstances  in  the  cbae  are  undoubtedly 
such  as  to  rouse  suspicion,  and  the  attention  of  their  Lordships  has 
been  properly  called'  to  them,  they  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
comment  farther  upon  the  facts,  particularly  after  the  finding  of 
Mr.  Justice  Monk  already  referred  to,  from  which  the  majority  of 
the  Judges  in  the  High  Court  expressed  no  dissent,  and  in  which 
Mr.  Justice  Badgley  strongly  concurred.  The  latter  learned  Judge 
says :  "  The  general  charges  of  fraud  and  connivance  alleged  against 
Leetere  are  entirely  without  foundation.** 

Their  Lordships  therefore  consider  that  the  sale  cannot  be  an- 
nulled on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  dishonest  one. 

Its  validity  was  next  impeached  on  the  ground  that  the  formali- 
ties required  by  law  had  not  been  observed. 

The  objections  on  this  head  are,  that  the  second  report  of  the 
experts  was  not  homologated,  and  that  the  subsequent  proceedings 
in  the  conduct  of  the  sale  were  taken  without  the  farther  sanction 
of  the  Court. 

Their  Lordships  consider  tliat  these  objections  cannot  prevail, 
unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  it  was  necessary  for  the  due  execution 
of  the  power  that  the  sale  should  take  place  under  the  authority  of 
the  Court  But  the  counsel  for  the  Respondent  failed  to  establish 
to  the  satisfaction  of  their  Lordships  that,  by  the  law  of  Ccmada, 
the  exercise  of  powers  of  this  kind  requires  judicial  sanction ;  and 
all  the  Judges  below  were  of  the  contrary  opinion.  Notwithstand- 
ing, however,  this  opinion,  it  was  held  by  the  Judge  of  first 
instance,  Mr.  Justice  Monk,  and  by  the  majority  of  the  Judges  in 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  contrary  to  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Badgley  and  that  of  the  Chief  Justice  Duval,  who  concurred 
with  him,  that  the  grevi,  having  once  applied  to  the  Court,  was 
bound  to  act  to  the  end  under  its  directions.     It  will  be  seen 
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J.  G.        that  the  Judges  declare  even  this  opinion  with  great  doubt  and 

187S        hesitation. 
Lboi^         ^^*  Jtustioe  Monk  says :  *'  As  to  the  question  of  the  homolpgar 
••         tion  of  the  second  report,  the  CJourt  finds  difficulty  in  holdijog  it  to 

—  be  necessary,  'd  peine  de  nuUiU.'  It  is  not  easy  to  see  why  an 
action  was  necessary  at  all  by  Franfoia  Xavier  Cattanffuay.  The 
donation  gave  a  right  to  sell  a  *  eonstiiution  de  rente '  after  the 
report  of  experts  was  made,  and  why  should  he  bring  a  suit? 
Nevertheless  he  did  sue,  and  the  Court  ordered  the  sale  after 
certain  formalities ;  it  homologated  the  first  report,  and  if  the 
donee  took  legal  proceedings  he  was  bound  to  carry  them  out,  and 
have  the  second  report  homologated  also,  and  the  new  terms  and 
conditions  of  sale  sanctioned  by  ihe  Courts  This  is  the  opinion  I 
have  arrived  at." 

The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Caran^  in  which  Mr.  Justice  Drwn- 
mond  and  Mr.  Justice  horamger  concurred,  is  to  the  same  effect 
That  learned  Judge  says  in  substance,  that  being  of  opinion  the 
donee  could  sell  the  property  without  having  recourse  to  judicial 
authority,  he  at  first  thought  the  erroneous  proceedings  which  had 
taken  place  could  not  injure  the  sale,  since  they  ought  to  he  re- 
garded only  '^  eomme  uti  eimple  eu/rpluBagel'  but  that  on  reflection 
he  thought  that,  the  donee  having  sought  and  obtained  a  judg- 
ment, the  conditions  which  it  imposed  ought  to  have  been  followed. 
Mr.  Justice  Badgley  speaks  without  doubt.  He  says :  '^  It  is 
conceded  on  all  hands  that  Francois  Xavier  had  full  and  sufficient 
authority  by  the  deed  to  make  a  valid  sale  without  recourse  to 
proceedings  at  law,  but,  desirous  ex  eautdd  to  give  the  assurance  of 
law  to  his  power  by  a  decltiratory  judgment  in  favour  of  his  right, 
he  was  advised  to  institute  a  suit  at  law  for  this  purpose,  which 
required  a  representative  of  the  substitution  to  be  Defendant  in 
the  suit,  against  whom  the  judgment  might  be  rendered  ^eontra- 
dictoirementJ  " 

It  appears,  from  the  statem'eut  of  the  proceedings  already  given, 
that  the  suit  arose  in  this  way :  jP.  X  CasUmgwiy^  desiring  a  tutor 
to  the  substitution  to  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  of  naming  an 
expert  on  their  part  to  make  the  declaration  required  by  the  deed 
of  gift,  applied  to  the  Court  This  was  apparently  done  to  obtain 
the  nomination  of  an  expert  which  should  be  beyond  question. 
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But  the  tuior  kaying,  when  appointed^  refused  to  name  an  expert       J.  C. 
and  disputed  the  right  to  sell,  Carionguay  took  farther  proceedings       1873 
to  procure  a  judicial  declaration  of  his  right  to  selL    The  Court     LKaSBB 
made  ihiA  declaration  of  his  right  by  their  decree  of  the  13th  .of    ^  ^* 

October,  1847,  but  annexed  a  condition,  not  required  by  the  donor,       

that  a  valuation  should  be  made  by  experts.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
consider  whether  this  condition  was  rightly  imposed-,  because  it  w»s 
complied  with,  and  the  report  of  the  experts  homologated.  Besides 
this  condition,  the  ^  eormderalion "  of  the  judgment  contains  the 
words  *'  en  cb9ervant  Jes  fcrmaUUa  reqvdses"  and  it  was  argued 
that  this  clause  made  it  necessary  to  observe  all  the  forms  required 
on  judicial  sales.  Their  Lordships  consider  this  is  not  so.  They 
think  it  very  doubtful  whether  it  was  competent  for  the  Court  to 
impose  new  conditions  upon  the  sale  not  required  by  the  donor ; 
and  none,  in  fact,  are  specifically  imposed  by  the  decree,  except 
that  requiring  a  valuation.  They  think  that  the  ''  eomideration  ** 
can  at  most  be  regarded  as  directory  only,  and  not  as  imposing 
conditions  which  rendered  the  sale  void  if  not  complied  with.  It 
may  be  granted  that,  the  formalities  referred  to  not  having  been 
observed,  the  sale  cannot  have  the  quality  of  a  judicial  act ;  but 
if,  as  their  Lordships  think,  the  sale  did  not  require  judicial  sane-* 
tion,  it  cannot  be  annulled  for  the  absence  of  it. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  say  whether,  .even  in  the  case  of  a  sale  re- 
quiring judicial  authority,  the  non-observance  of  the  usual  form- 
alitiesy  would,  before  the  introduction  of  the  Code,  have  been  of 
itself  a  sufficient  ground  for  annulling  it ;  for  their  Lordships  agree  . 
with  the  first  impression  of  the  Judges  belovv^  and  in  this  case 
the  authority  of  the  Court  was  not  required. 

A  further  objection  was,  that  the  tutor  to  the  substitution  ought 
to  have  been  consulted  in  the  management  of  the  sale,  and  par- 
ticularly as  to  the  conditions  of  sale. 

It  was  not  in  their  Lordships'  view  established  by  the  argument 
at  the  Bar  that  the  appointment  of  a  tutor  was  essential  to  the 
valid  exercise  of  the  power  of  sale ;  and  it  appears  to  them  that, 
at  the  most,  the  tutor  was  only  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  having 
the  experts  duly  appointed. 

Article  951  of  the  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  which  was  assumed 
to  be  declaratory  of  the  former  law,  was  relied  on;  but  that 
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J.  C.       Article  does  not  relate  to  sales  made  in  virtue  of  a  power  con- 
1878        tained  in  the  settlement    Such  cases  appear  to  fall  within  Art. 
Lbcl|[^     ^S%  which  is  in  these  terms : — 
Beaudbt         **  ^®  grantor  may  indefinitely  allow  the  alienation  of  the  pro- 

perty  of  the  substitution,  which  takes  place  in   such  case  only 

when  the  alienation  is  not  made.** 

The  French  law  applicable  to  the  province  does  not  appear  to 
require  the  appointment  of  a  tutor,  where  the  alienation  is  allowed 
by  the  grantor. 

M.  TUvenoi  d:E8saule  in  ''TraiiS  des  SubstUulums*'  (1266), 
speaks  of  the  tutor  to  the  substitution  as  a  novel  introduction. 
After  referring  (1272)  to  two  cases  which  do  not  comprehend  the 
present,  he  says  (1273)  : — 

**  Horz  ees  deux  eas  fixes  par  Vordonnanee^  noz  tuteurs  h  la  eubdi- 
tution  ne  sont  guere  itammis  que  pour  meitre  le  grevi  en  etai  defaire 
juger  sea  prStentions  eatUre  le»  evhatilues  dant  le  droit  ned  pas 
ouvert.  (Ted  un  penonnage  qui  a  eti  iniaginS  pour  donner  an 
greve  un  adversaire*'  &e. 

It  is  evident  that  the  appointment  here  spoken  of  being  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  an  adversary,  where  a  judicial  decision  on 
some  claim  of  the  grevS  in  opposition  to  the  substitutes  is  sought 
to  be  obtained,  the  rule  is  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a  sale  in 
exercise  of  a  power,  where,  as  already  shewn,  no  action  and  no 
judicial  sanction  were  required. 

It  has  already  been  pointed  out  that  the  appointment  of  the 
tutor  was  originally  applied  for  in  this  case  to  name  an  expert  on 
the  part  of  the  substitutes.  It,  no  doubt,  appears  that  when  the 
tutor  declined  to  nominate  one,  he  was  treated  as  an  adversary 
against  whom,  as  representing  the  succession,  the  suit  was  con- 
tinued to  obtain  a  declaration  of  the  right  of  the  grevS  to  sell. 
But  if  neither  a  suit  nor  judicial  authority  for  the  sale  were  neces- 
sary, their  Lordships  think  the  fact  of  the  tutor  being  made  an 
adversary  in  a  needless  suit  cannot  render  his  participation  in  the 
actual  sale  essential  to  its  validity. 

Their  Lordships  have  therefore  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
none  of  the  objections  made  to  the  sale  can  be  maintained.  In 
doing  so,  they  are  glad  to  be  spared  the  necessity  of  setting  aside 
a  sale  which  the  family  itself  has  not  objected  to  at  the  instance  of 
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a  stranger,  who  purchased  an  interest  at  a  low  price,  on  the  specu-       J.  C. 
lation  that  he  might  succeed  in  annulling  it  1873 

A  question  arose  on  Beaudry^s  title,  viz.  whether  the  children     LscxiiBB 
of  Benjaminy  one  of  the  brothers  of  the  donee,  were,  in  the  events    bb^Jdry. 

which  happened,  entitled  to  a  share  under  the  deed  of  gift    Ben-       

jamin  was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  gift,  but  four  of  his  brothers  • 
and  sisters  were  then  living.  These  all  died  before  the  donee,  but 
two  of  the  four  left  children ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the 
children  of  Benjamin  are  entitled  to  one-third,  as  the  grand- 
children of  the  donor,  or  are  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  dona- 
tion. 

The  conclusion  to  which  their  Lordships  have  come  on  the  prin- 
cipal matter  in  the  appeal  makes  a  decision  on  this  question  un- 
necessary, but  since  it  has  been  fully  argued,  they  desire  to  say 
they  agree  with  the  judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  favour  of  the  Bespondent  on  this  point. 

They  think  in  the  events  which  have  happened,  viz.  the  death 
of  F.  X.  Castangtuiy  without  children,  having  survived  all  his 
brothers  and  sisters,  that  all  the  grandchildren  of  the  donor  became 
entitled  to  share  (*^par  souehea").  The  literal  terms  of  the  ulti* 
mate  limitation  would  include  the  children  of  Benjamin,  although 
he  died  before  the  donor ;  and  their  Lordships  do  not  find  in  the 
context  such  evidence  of  an  intention  to  exclude  them  as  would 
justify  a  construption  different  from  that  which  the  ordinary  and 
.natural  meaning  of  the  language  imports. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  both  the  judgments  of  the  Ciourts  below  ought  to  be  reversed, 
and  that  the  opposition  filed  by  the  Bespondent  to  annul  the 
seizure  ought  to  be  dismissed,  and  that  he  ought  to  pay  the  costs 
occasioned  by  such  opposition  in  both  the  Courts  below. 

He  must  also  pay  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Messrs.  Ashurd,  Morris,  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents:  Messr;?.  ]Yilde,  WUde,  Berger,  & 
Moore. 
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Appellants  ; 


Bespokbents. 


w/is;  '  THE  PRESIDENT,  DIRECTORS,  and  COM-l 
Mardiii.       p^j^    ^^    ^^^    COMMERCIAL     BANK 

OP  NEW  BRUNSWICK,  ALEXANDER 
McLEOD  SEELY,  WILLIAM  PARKS, 
SOLOMON  HERSEY,  and  JAMES  VER- 
NON      

ON  APPEAL  FROM  HER  BRITANNIC  MAJESTY'S  SUPREME  COURT 

OF  NEW  BRUNSWICK. 

Agent'^Misrepresentation — Liability  of  Principal, 

A  master  is  answerable  for  every  such  wrong  of  his  servant  or  agent  as  is 
'Committed  in  the  course  of  the  service  and  for  the  master*s  benefit,  though 
no  express  command  or  privity  of  the  master  be  proved ;  and  there  is  no 
distinction  between  the  case  of  fraud  and  the  case  of  any  other  wion^ 

Where  one  party  has  suffered,  and  another  has  profited  by,  the  franda* 
lent  representation  of  an  agent  of  the  latter  made  within  the  scope  of  bis 
authority,  the  former  is  entitled  to  recover  damages. 

An  action  of  deceit  may  be  maintained  against  a  company,  whether 
incorporated  or  not  incorporated,  in  respect  of  the  fraud  of  its  agent. 

An  officer  of  a  banking  corporation,  whose  duty  it  was  to  obtain  the 
aooeptance  of  bills  of  exchange  in  which  the  bank  was  interested,  fraudulently, 
but  without  the  knowledge  of  the  president  or  directors  of  the  bank,  made  a 
representation  to  A,  which,  by  omitting  a  material  fact,  misled  ^,  aad 
induced  him  to  accept  a  bill  in  which  the  bank  was  interested ;  and  A,  was 
compelled  to  pay  the  bill : — 

Heldy  that  A.  could  recover  from  the  bank  the  amount  so  paid. 

In  an  action  of  deceit,  whether  against  a  person  or  against  a  company,  the 
fraud  of  the  agent  may  be  treated  for  the  purposes  of  pleading  as  that  of  the 
principaL 

The  case  of  Westei-n  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  Addie  (1)  distinguished  from 
Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank  (2). 

Dicta  of  Lord  Chelmsford  and  Lord  Cranworth,  in  the  case  of  Western 
Bank  <f  Scotland  y.  Addie  (I),  observed  upon. 

The  Judicial  Committee  are  unwilling  to  send  a  case  for  re-trial,  or  to 
decide  it,  upon  points  which  have  been  raised  for  the  first  time  at  their  bar, 
and  which  possibly  may  have  been  treated  as  agreed  upon,  or  too  dear  for 
argument,  in  the  Court  below. 

1  HE  following  were  the  material  facts  in  this  case : — 

The  Appellants  were  merchants  residing  at  Liverpool,  and  for 

*  Present : — Sib  James  W.  Colvile,  Sir  Babkes  Peacock,  Sib  Moctague 
£.  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collieb. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  U.  L.,  Sc.  145.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  269. 
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several  years  had  been  in  the  habit  of  receiying  shipments  of       J.  C. 
deals  from  BartUtt  LingUtfy  a  timber  merchant,  of  SL  John^  New       1874 
Brunswick,  to  sell  on  commission ;  he  drawing  bills  upon  them  in     Maceay 
&vour   of  an  incorporated  bank  called  the  Commercial  Bank,  commercial 
During  the  year  1867-8,  Lingley  had  given  the  bank  accommoda-  ^ank  op  New 
tion  in  the  form  of  bills  drawn  on  the  Appellants,  the  payment  of       — 
which  the  bank  undertook  to  guarantee.    On  the  16th  of  June, 
1868,  Lingley  drew  upon  the  Appellants,  and  indorsed  to  the 
bank,  several  bills  of  exchange  against  cargoes  shipped,  and  two 
bills  for  £1000  each  on  general  account,  which  would  fall  due  on 
the  2nd  of  September.    The  bank  guaranteed  the  payment  of 
these  two  at  maturity ;  their  guarantee  was  sent  to  the  Appel- 
lants by  Lingley,  when  he  advised  them  of  the  drawing  of  the 
bills;    the  bills  were  accepted  by  the  Appellants,  and  negoti*- 
ated  by  the  bank  through  their  agents,  Qlyn,  Mills,  &  Co.,  of 
London. 

By  the  mail,  which  left  8L  John  for  England  on  the  lltli  of 
August,  1868,  Lingley  wrote  to  the  Appellants  that  he  had  drawn 
upon  them  in  &vour  of  the  bank  sev^n  bills  of  exchange,  purport- 
ing to  be  on  account  of  cargoes  of  deals. 

This  letter  reached  Liverpool  on  the  24th  of  August ;  the  bills 
had  been  sent  by  the  bank  by  the  same  mail  to  Olyn,  MiUs,  dt  Co., 
in  London,  and  would  probably  be  presented  to  the  Plaintiffs  for 
acceptance  within  a  few  days.  No  remittance  having  been  sent  by 
the  mail  of  the  11th  of  August  to  take  up  the  bills  guaranteed  by 
the  bank  on  the  16th  of  June,  and  falling  due  on  the  2nd  of 
September,  the  Appellants,  on  the  24th  of  August,  sent  the  follow- 
ing telegram  to  Lingley  in  Si.  John : — *'  If  not  remitted  guarantee 
two  due  second  September,  will  refuse  all  advised  eleventh."  This 
telegram  was  received  in  SL  John  at  10*30  a.m.  on  the  same  day ; 
several  days  before  tlus  Lingley  had  become  insolvent  and  left  the 
country,  having  assigned  all  his  property  to  his  brother,  Lewis 
Lingley,  and  one  J".  Travis,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 
Lewis  Lingley  received  the  Appellants'  telegram,  took  it  to  the 
Commercial  Bank  and  shewed  it  to  Sancton,  the  cashier,  who  asked 
him  to  leave  it  for  a  short  time ;  he  left  it  at  the  bank  for  about  an 
hour,  when  he  called  and  got  it  again ;  about  twelve  o'clock  the 
same  day^(the  24th  of  August),  the  messenger  of  the  bank,  whose 

3  2D2 
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J.  C.       business  it  was  to  deliver  letters,  telegrams,  &e.,  took  to  the  tele^ 
1874       graph  office  in  8t  John  a  paper  or  telegraphic  message  in  the 
mI^t     following  words  :— 

V. 

B^ToF  Ne^t  "  ^^  MaeJcays,  Liverpool— Sent  last  mail— Ltw^fey." 

Bbumswick. 

This  was  forwarded  to  the  Appellants  at  Liverpool^  and  wa» 

received  by  them  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day.  This  paper^ 
sent  from  the  bank  to  the  telegraph  office,  was  in  the  handwritiDg 
of  Travis.  The  messenger  stated  (when  examined  as  a  witness) 
that  he  got  it  either  from  the  cashier  or  the  president  of  the  bank, 
he  could  not  recollect  which ;  the  charge  for  sending  it  to  Liverpool 
($25)  was  paid  at  the  time  the  paper  was  delivered  at  the  telegraph 
office.  This  sum  was  charged  against  Linghy  in  the  books  of  the 
bank  on  that  day,  thus : — **  Telegraph  to  Machay^  Liverpooly  $25.'^ 

The  clerk  who  paid  the  money  and  made  the  entry  stated  that 
he  would  not  have  done  so  without  authority,  and  he  thought  it 
was  done  by  the  direction  of  Sancton. 

Before  and  at  the  time  when  this  telegram  was  sent  to  the 
Appellants,  Lingley^e  trust  deed  had  been  awaiting  execution  by 
the  bank,  and  it  was  executed  on  the  afternoon  of  the  24th  of 
August,  a  meeting  of  the  directors  having  been  held  on  that  day 
relative  to  their  transactions  with  Lingley,  who  was  largely  indebted 
to  the  bank.  By  the  trust  deed  the  bank  received  certain  property 
from  Lingley  and  released  him  from  all  liability.  The  bills  drawn 
on  the  Appellants  on  the  11th  of  August  were  presented  to  them  on 
the  25th,  the  day  after  the  receipt  of  the  telegram  from  8t.  John, 
and  accepted  by  them. 

For  two  of  these  bills,  one  for  £300  and  the  other  for  £1250,  no 
cargoes  were  sent,  and  the  Appellants  were  obliged  to  pay  them. 

The  Appellants  afterwards  brought  an  action  on  the  case,  in  the 
nature  of  deceit,  against  the  bank,  joining  two  of  the  directors  as 
Defendants.  The  declaration  concluded  with  the  statement  that 
the  telegram  addressed  by  the  Appellants  on  the  24th  of  August, 
1868,  to  Lingley,  came  into  the  possession  of  the  Defendants  (now 
Bespondents),  and  that  *'  the  Defendants,  well  knowing  that  Lingley 
had  left  8t  Jdhn^  but  intending  to  deceive  the  Plaintiffs,  and  \o 
induce  them  by  false  pretences  to  accept  the  said  bills  of  exchange 
so  presented,  and  to  induce  the  Flaintifis  to  believe  that  the 
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message  thereinafter  mentioned  was  sent  by  Lingley^  fietlsely  and       J.  C. 
fraudulently  forwarded  by  the  Ailantie  telegraph  cable  a  certain       1874 
message,  purporting  to  be  a  reply  to  the  said  message  sent  by  the     ill^t 
Plaintiffs,  which  message  or  reply  was  in  the  following  words : —  oommbboial 
*  MaehaySy  Liverpool;  sent  last  mafl,  lAngUy  ;'  and  purportbg  to  ^^^  ^^  ^"^ 

be  sent  by  the  said  B.  LingUy  ;  whereas,  in  fact,  Lingley  was  not        

then  in  St.  John,  nor  ever  received  the  first-mentioned  message,  or 
made  any  reply  thereto :  all  which  said  premises  were  well  known 
to  the  Defendants.  That  the  Plaintiffs  afterwards,  on  the  25th  of 
August^  in  the  year  aforesaid,  at  Liverpool,  received  the  said  tele- 
gram so  sent  by  the  Defendants,  and  relying  upon  and  confiding 
in  the  truth  and  genuineness  thereof,  and  believing  that  it  had 
been  sent  by  Lingley,  were  thereby  induced,  and  did  accept  the 
said  bills  of  exchange  so  presented  to  them,  amounting  to  the  sum 
of  £20,000,  wliich,  but  for  the  receipt  of  the  said  telegram,  and 
believing  in  its  genuineness,  they,  the  Plaintiffs,  otherwise  would 
not  have  done.  That  afterwards,  on  the  28th  of  Noyember  in  the 
same  year,  when  the  said  bills  of  exchange,  so  accepted,  became 
due  and  payable,  the  Plaintiffs  were  unable  to  pay  the  same,  and 
the  Defendants  did  not  provide  the  PlaintiflEs  with  funds  to  retire 
the  same,  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do;  and  the 
Plaintiffs,  by  means  thereof,  and  by  reason  of  accepting  the  said 
bills  of  exchange,  were  obliged  to  and  did  suspend  payment,  and 
•compromised  with  their  creditors,  and  thereby  their  business  as 
merchants  and  their  credit  and  standing  were  greatly  injured  and 
destroyed,  and  they  otherwise  sustained  great  damage." 

The  case  came  on  for  trial  before  Mn  Justice  Weldon. 

There  was  conflicting  evidence  as  to  whether  the  telegram  was 
sent  to  the  Appellants  by  order  of  the  directors  of  the  bank. 

The  following  passages  occur  in  the  learned  Judge's  charge  to 
the  jury : — 

''The  words  of  the  telegram  are  true  so  far  as  concerns  remit- 
tances having  gone  forward  by  the  mail  preceding  the  24th  of 
August,  but  false  as  purporting  to  come  from  Lingley.  The  bank 
imew  Lingley  could  not  send  such  a  telegram,  as  he  had  ab- 
sconded from  the  province  several  days  before,  and  the  law  will 
infer  an  improper  motive  if  the  telegram  is  false  within  the  know- 
ledge of  the  bank  and  sent  for  a  purpose  which,  being  acted  upon 
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J.  C.       by  the  Flaintiffsy  has  occasioned,  or  will  occasion,  damage  to  them. 

1874        It  may  be  said  that  everything  stated  in  the  telegram  is  literally 

Mackat     ^^^^9  ^^^  ^  ^^  ^^9  ^^^  ^^^  objection  to  it  is  not  that  it  does  not 

OomoBciAL  ®^*®  ^®  tmth  so  &r  as  it  goes,  but  that  it  conceals  most  material 

Bahk  of  New  facts  with  which  the  PlaintifiEs  ought  to  have  been  made  acquainted, 

^.    '  the  very  concealment  of  which  gives  to  the  truth  the  character  of 

falsehood.  •  •  • 

**  The  ground  of  this  action  is  the  intention  to  deceive  and 
injure  the  Plaintiffs^  and  in  this,  as  in  all  other  questions  of  nuda 
fideSf  the  jury  are  to  judge. 

*^  The  first  question  that  arises,  is  as  to  the  bank  as  a  corpora- 
tion, whether  this  action  is  maintainable  against  it  ? 

'^The  tendency  of  modem  decisions  has  been  to  make  corpo- 
rations civilly  as  well  as  criminally  liable  as  individuals. 

*^  It  has  been  held  that  they  may  be  sued  in  trespass  and  trover, 
and  for  other  acts  which  work  injuries  to  parties,  but  not  for 
acts  of  criminality.  It  would  in  my  opinion  be  an  absurdity  to 
hold,  that  if  a  man  draws  another  into  a  snare,  that  the  party 
should  have  no  remedy  by  action.  An  action  on  the  case  for 
deceit  is  an  action  well  known  to  the  law,  althougl)  not  of  freqnent 
occurrence ;  and  I  cannot  agree  with  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 
Defendants  that  such  an  action  will  not  lie  against  the  bank, 
because  it  is  uUra  vires  of  their  charter.  I  am  of  the  opinion 
that  the  bank  may,  by  their  officials,  make  representations,  and 
that  the  principle  that  fraud  consists  as  well  in  the  suppression  of 
what  is  true  as  the  suggestion  of  what  is  false  applies  to  them; 
and  may  not  the  bank  do  this  or  adopt  a  statement  made  by  their 
officers  as  well  as  individuals  ?  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  tbey  are 
equally  liable.  The  next  point  is  whether  Sancton  had  authority 
to  bind  the  bank  corporation  by  sending  the  tel^ram,  supposing 
you  are  satisfied  from  the  evidence  that  he  did  send  it?  It  is  not, 
I  believe,  contended  that  if  the  president  had  sent  it,  that  he 
would  have  been  authorized,  yet  his  act  would  have  bound  the 
company. 

*'  As  to  the  cashier  Soundon  sending  it,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  it  did  not  belong  to  him  to  conduct  the  financial  arrangements 
and  correspondence  of  the  bank,  unless  authorized  to  do  so ;  but 
let  us  see  what  the  president  of  the  bank,  MeLau^Min,  says 
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Sancton  did.    *  He  kept  the  books,  conducted  the  correspondence,       j.  o. 
and  prepared  the  telegrams.    I  did  not  know  of  $25  being  paid       1874 
by  the  bank  for  this  telegram.    Sancton  would  give  directions  to     m2^t 
pay  for  telegrams  sent  for  the  bank.    The  trust  deed  of  Lingley         ^' 
was  signed  after  Lingley  left.    The  trustees  told  us  that  he  had  Bank  of  New 

left  and  was  hopelessly  insolvent.    Sancton  was  a  good  business     ^ ' 

man  and  we  acted  on  what  he  said.  I  did  understand  from  Lewis 
Lingley  that  unless  funds  went  forward  the  bills  of  the  11th  of 
August  would  not  be  accepted.  I  think  I  heard  of  it  after  the 
trust-deed  was  signed.  I  found  that  guarantees  were  given  to 
Maekay  ;  when  I  came  in  as  president  it  was  handed  down  to  me ; 
tho  object  of  guarantee  was  to  obtain  funds.  Sancton  was  the 
man  that  arranged  the  financial  matters  of  the  bank ;  he  was  the 
''  Wind-raiser."  As  a  director  I  knew  of  this  mode  of  raising 
money  before  I  became  president.  It  would  not  be  for  the  benefit 
of  the  bank  to  be  known.  All  was  done  through  Sancton.  I  did 
not  ordinarily  give  directions.  All  persons  aboat  the  bank  took 
their  orders  from  Sancton.  It  was  understood  that  such  guarantees 
should  be  done ;  when  it  was  done  he  would  bring  it  before  us.  It 
was  in  the  letter  book.  I  have  read  the  letters.  They  were 
aUvays  open ;  Sancton  knew  the  object.  I  remember  the  17th  of 
June.  I  remember  this  letter  of  June  24th  raising  £7000  ;  it  was 
of  importance  to  the  bank.  Sancton  told  me  all  the  transactions 
of  the  bank.  I  cannot  account  for  Lingley  being  charged  $25  on 
the  24th  of  August.  He  was  not  here  on  that  day.  I  never  knew 
of  the  bank  charging  for  a  telegram  which  they  did  not  send.' 

''This  is  the  evidence  of  the  president,  which  shews  that 
Sancton  conducted  all  the  correspondence  of  the  bank.  What- 
ever might  be  the  president's  duty,  it  was  discharged  by  Sancton, 
and  the  president  and  directors  left  it  with  him.  We  find  it 
also  by  the  correspondence  of  the  bank.  Then  we  find  that  re- 
mittances to  retire  the  bills  of  June  16th  have  not  gone  for- 
ward to  retire  the  £2000  of  bills  mentioned  therein,  maturing 
on  September  2nd.  Machays  send  a  telegram  to  Lingley  on  the 
24th  of  August,  to  inform  him  that  unless  £2000  due  the  2nd  of 
September  were  remitted  for  (these  were  the  sixty-day  bills  men- 
tioned in  the  letter)  all  bills  advised  on  the  11th  of  August  will  be 
refused.    Herefrom  the  course  of  dealings  between  the  bank. 
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J.  C.       Lingley,  and  Maekay  is  mixed  up  (1).    Money  matters,  bills  of  ex- 

1874        change^  in  which  the  Commereial  Bank  had  been  incorporated  to 

]^Iackat     deal  and  carry  on  business ;  who  was  to  look  after  these  things 

CoMiiEBciAL  ^^^  ^®  ''^^^^  ^    Were  the  president  and  directors  to  do  so,  or  was 
Bakk  of  New  it  their  accredited  officer,  the  cashier,  tliat  they  recomised  as  em- 

powered  to  do  this  ?    It  would  seem  by  the  correspondence  that 

Sandon,  the  cashier,  was  the  sole  person.  We  see  the  letters 
addressed  to  the  president,  proposing  the  terms  upon  which  Lingley 
draws  bills  for  the  accommodation  of  the  bank  on  Mackays  answered 
by  being  *  accepted '  or  *  approved '  by  Sandon^  as  cashier,  alone, 
neither  president  nor  directors  affirming  them.  Can  there  be  a 
reasonable  doubt  that  this  was  known  to  the  president  and 
directors  ?  If  it  was  not  known,  it  should  and  ought  to  have  been 
known,  and  they  had  the  means  of  knowing ;  and  if  they  were 
ignorant  of  such  large  sums  being  obtained  from  Lingley  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  bank,  and  which  the  bank  had  to  provide 
funds  to  retire,  it  would  be  strong  evidence  that  the  president 
and  directors  had  vested  in  Sandon^  the  cashier,  the  authority  to 
transact  with  Linglm/  and  Maekay  the  monetary  business  of  the 
bank,  which  properly  belonged  to  the  president  and  directors ;  and 
therefore,  upon  general  principles,  when  a  general  authority  was 
given  to  Sandon,  as  is  shewn  by  the  letters  and  acts  of  the  bank, 
this  implies  a  right  to  do  all  subordinate  acts  incident  to  and  neces- 
sary to  carrying  out  the  arrangements  which  it  was.  incumbent 
upon  the  bank  to  do.  This  corresponds  with  the  president's  state* 
ment,  which  is  uncontradicted.  I  am  of  the  opinion  that  Sandan 
was  their  agent.  I  consider  the  bank  was  interested  in  the  ex- 
change which  had  gone  forward,  so  that  Sandon  might  be  con- 
sidered as  authorized  by  the  bank  to  act  in  the  matter,  and  for  his 
acts  the  bank  would  be  liable.  Then  we  find  irom.the  evidence  of 
Mr.  Gardiner,  the  confidential  clerk  of  the  Plainti£b  at  Liverpool, 
on  the  24th  of  August^  1868,  that  on  that  day  the  Plaintifis 
received  their  letters  from  SL  John,  but  no  remittances  to  retire 
Lingley  8  bills  guaranteed  by  the  bank,  falling  due  on  the  2nd  of 
September,  and  that  bills  for  £3750,  drawn  by  Lingley  in  favour  of 
the  bank,  which  had  been  sent  to  Olyn,  MiJU,  dt  Co.,  the  bank  s 

(1)  The  Record  is  somewhat  confused  here^  bat  the  meaning  seems  to  be  as 
printed  above. 
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agents,  by  that  mail,  would  be  presented  next  day.    They  tele-       J.  C. 
graphed  Linpley,  as  they  had  been  accustomed  to  do,  as  follows : —       1874 

"  •  Per  cable,  24th  August,  1868.         ^*f^'^ 
•* '  Mackays,  Liverpool,  to  Lingley,  St.  John,  N.  B.  Commebcial 

•       •'    •'  Bank  of  New 

^ '  If  not  remitted  guarantee  two  due  second  September,  will   Brunswick. 
refuse  all  advised  eleventh. 
**  *  Reply  quickly.' 

^'  This  telegram  is  received  at  St  John  by  Lewie  Lingley^  who 

was  one  of  the  trustees  of  Bartlett  Lingley,  about  ten  o'clock.    He 

knowing  what  it  meant,  and  the  interest  the  bank  had  in  the  bills, 

after  consultation  with  his  co-trustee  Travie,  took  this  telegram  to 

Sancton,  the  cashier,  and  delivered  it  to  him  in  his  room  at  the 

bank.     He  leaves  the  telegram  there  by  the  desire  of  Sancionf 

and  before  twelve  o'clock  calls  and  receives  it  back ;  in  ten  minutes 

past  twelve  an  answer  is  brought  to  the  telegraph  office  and  handed 

to  Clinch,  the  superintendent,  who  knew  of  the  telegram  and  that 

it  required  an  answer.    This  answer  was  delivered  to  him  by 

Harrieon,  the  messenger  of  tlie  bank  : — 

" '  24th  August 

*'  *  Lingley  to  Mackay. — Sent  last  mail. —  Lingley^ 

and  he  pays  $25  for  it  The  messenger  of  the  bank  says  he  got 
it  from  the  cashier  or  president;  there  is  no  doubt  of  this.  The 
fraud  which  the  Plaintiffs  complain  of  is,  that  the  bank  sent  an 
answer  to  the  teleg^ram  forwarded  to  Lingley,  leading  the  Plaintiffs 
to  believe  that  B.  Lingley  had  sent  it,  when  in  fact  he  was  not  in 
the  country;  and  they  say  and  prove  that  in  consequence  of  that 
telegram  they  accepted  bills  drawn  by  Lingley  in  favour  of  the 
bank  for  £3750,  which  they  would  not  have  done  if  the  telegram, 
falsely  purporting  to  come  from  Lingley,  and  which  they  had  no 
means  of  knowing  was  untrue,  had  not  been  sent 

**  The  question,  therefore,  which  I  submit  for  your  consideration 
is  this :  Was  the  telegram  to  Maekays,  purporting  to  come  from 
Lingley  and  delivered  by  the  messenger  of  the  bank  to  the  tele- 
graph office  on  the  24th  of  August,  1868,  sent  by  the  cashier  or 
president  to  Maeiaye  with  the  intention  of  inducing  them  to 
accept  the  bills  advised  in  the  letter  of  August  11th,  and  were 
those  bills  accepted  by  Maekays  in  consequence  of  that  telegram  ? 
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J.  G.       If  you  find  thiamin  the  affirmative  it  was  a  fraud  in  law.    This  is  for 

1874        you  to  find.    Tou  find  the  fact.    The  question  of  the  intention  is 

Maoray     f<>und  by  you,  and  I  pronounce^  in  law,  the  fact  so  found  by  you  to 

Q^^'         he  fraud,  a  legal  fraud,  which  renders  the  bank  liable.    There 

Bank  or  Nkw  being  no  evidence  to  fix  Sedey  alid  Vernon  personally,  your  yerdict 

'  will  be  for  them.    As  to  damages,  if  you  find  for  the  PlaintiflEs  I 

am  of  the  opinion  that  the  bills  for  £1250  and  £350  (1)  which 
they  accepted,  and  for  which  they  received  no  payment,  are  the 
measure  of  damages.'' 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs  against  the  said  bank 
only,  for  the  sum  of  $848Q. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1871,  a  rule  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  the  said 
bank  in  the  said  Supreme  Court,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the 
trial,  calling  on  the  Plaintiffs  to  shew  cause  why  the  said  verdict 
should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  nonsuit  entered,  or  why  a  new  trial 
should  not  be  granted ;  and  the  said  rule  was,  in  Hilary  Term, 
1872,  made  absolute  for  a  new  trial.  The  Appellants  thereupon 
applied  for,  and  obtained  from  the  said  Supreme  Court,  leave  to 
appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 
The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Andie,  for  the  Appellants : — 

The  bank,  of  course,  did  not  authorize  Sanelon  to  commit  a 
fraud,  but  it  entrusted  him  with  the  conduct  of  this  class  of  busi* 
ness,  and  he  conducted  it  unfairly,  and  committed  the  fraud  in  the 
course  of  his  employment.  The  bank  would  not  have  been  liable 
if  he  had  committed  fraud  while  he  was  not  doing  the  business 
entrusted  to  him.  It  was  important  for  the  bank  to  get  the  bills 
accepted  by  the  Appellants.  The  majority  of  the  Judges  were 
misled  by  the  consideration  that  Sancton  had  not  been  authorised 
to  do  what  he  did ;  but  if  he  was  doing  the  principal's  business  at 
the  time,  the  principal  is  responsible.  They  failed  to  distinguish 
between  authority  to  commit  a  fraudulent  act  and  authority  to 
transact  the  business  in  the  course  of  which  the  fraudulent  act 
was  committed. 

The  Appellants  are  entitled  to  retain  their  verdict  if  they  have 
sustained  damage  from  the  fraudulent  representation  of  an  agent 

(I)  A  mistake  lor  £300. 
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of  the  Defendants  made  within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  even  if       J.  C. 
the  Defendants  did  not  profit  thereby.    The  Plaintiffs  are  entitled,       1874 
even  snpposing  the  representation  of  Sancton  not  to  have  been     Mackat 
within  the  scope  of  his  authority,  if  the  Defendants  accepted  the  q^^^ciai. 
benefit  of  that  representation  with  notice  of  the  fraud :  In  re  ^^  <>'  N»^ 
Cork  and  Youghal  BaUway  Oompany  (1).     There  is  a  concurrence       — 
of  all  the  oircumstances  that  make  the  bank  responsible ;  the  fraud 
was  oommitted  by  their  servant  in  the  ordinary  course  of  his 
employment^  and  they  hare  knowingly  taken  the  benefit  of  it. 

The  evidence  shews  that  some  of  the  bank  officers  besides 
Sancton  were  privy  to  the  fraud,  and  after  the  bank  knew  of  the 
fraud  it  exacted  payment  of  the  bills.  JAngUy  was  raising  money 
for  the. bank  by  his  bills,  and  when  the  telegram  was  sent  it  had 
released,  or  was  intending  to  release  him.  When  his  composition 
deed  was  ezeooted  the  bank  was  the  only  party  interested  in  pro- 
caring  the  acceptance  of  the  bills,  and  it  paid  them  to  QlymSk  Co., 
on  its  own  account. 

Qlyn  &  Co.  thereby  became  holders  for  value  without  notice, 
whose  claim  on  the  bills  the  Appellants  could  not  resist^  and  there- 
fore they  were  obliged  to  come  to  an  arrangement  with  Qlyn  dt  Co. 
It  was  not  questioned  in  the  Court  below  that  Olyn  dt  Co.  were 
holders  for  value.  The  telegram  was  false  in  this  respect, — ^that 
it  conveyed  to  the  Appellants  the  belief  that  lAngley  was  still 
present  and  carrying  on  his  business  at  New  Brumwick,  when  in 
fact  he  was  insolvent  and  had  absconded,  and  this  false  statement 
induced  the  Appellants  to  accept  the  bills.  The  case  of  Barwick 
V.  The  Enyliah  Joint  Stock  Bank  (2)  lays  down  the  law  fuUy  and 
governs  this  case.  The  act  which  constituted  the  fraud  was  com- 
mitted by  Sancton  on  behalf  of  the  bank,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  money  for  the  bank,  and  the  test  is,  shall  the  principal 
take  advantage  of  the  fraud  ? 

In  Weatem  Bank  of  Scoffand  v.  Addie  (3)  a  new  corporation  had 
been  formed  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Appellant,  and  it  was 
held  that  he  could  not  recover  against  the  new  company  in  respect 
of  his  claim  against  the  old  company  for  misrepresentation  by  its 
directors.  The  decision  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  case  of  Barmck 

(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  748.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  259. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc  145. 
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J.  C.        y.  English  Joint  Stock  Bcmk  (1),  though  some  of  the  dicta  of  Lord 

1874        Chdmsford  and  Lord  Oranworth  are  questionable.    8mfi  t.  Win- 

Mackat     terlotham  (2)  has  been  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  bat 

.  commciAL  ^^  grounds  which  do  not  affect  the  general  doctrine  on  which 

Bavk  or  New  it  was  decided.     A  master  is  liable  for  all  misfeasance  of  his 

Bbunswigk. 

•»—  servant  committed  in  the  course  of  the  business  in  which  his 
master  employs  him,  though  not  if  the  servant  wilfully  gets  into 
mischief  on  his  own  account :  Limpua  v.  London  Oeneral  Omnibus 
Company  (3).  In  Banger  v.  Chreai  Western  Railway  Company  (4) 
it  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Cranworth  that  a  corporation  is  liable 
if  its  agent  commits  a  fraud,  as  an  individual  would  be  in  the 
like  case.  The  Judge  put  to  the  jury  every  controverted  ques- 
tion, not  questions  which  were  not  contested  before  him.  Oar 
pleadings  in  the  Court  below  may  be  inartificial,  but  the  substance 
is  that  we  have  been  damnified,  and  the  bank  has  had  the  benefit 
of  it.  The  benefit  cannot  be  retained  and  the  liability  disclaimed. 
It  may  be  that  a  person  cannot  ratify  an  act  which  was  not 
professedly  done  on  his  behalf,  but  if  he  takes  the  benefit  of  sach 
act  he  is  estopped  from  repudiating  the  authority.  We  cannot 
recover  consequential  damages,  for  the  party  sued  had  no  mens 
rea,  but  we  claim  the  amount  which  the  principal  has  received 
through  the  fraud  of  his  agent.  The  declaration  is  correct^  bat 
claims  too  much.  The  Bespondents  did  not  deny  that  we  had 
paid,  but  we  claimed  special  damage  which  we  cannot  reco?er. 
The  summing-up  took  exactly  that  view  of  the  law. 

[The  Appellant's  counsel  also  referred  to  UdeU  v.  Atherton  (5) ; 
and  Beese  Biver  Silver  Mining  Company  v.  Smith  (6).] 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  Q.C.,  for  the  Bespondents:— 

The  communication  of  the  Appellants  was  not  addressed  to  the 
bank,  and  it  was  not  in  the  usual  or  necessary  course  of  the  bank's 
business  to  answer  such  communications.  In  Poulton  v.  South- 
western Bailway  Company  (7)  the  9tation  master  did  an  act 
which  he  had  no  authority  to  do,  and  it  was  held  that  his  principal 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  259.  (5)  7  H.  A  N.  172 ;  30  L.  J.  (Ex.) 

(2)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  244.  317. 

(3)  32  L.  J.  (Ex.)  34.  (6)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  64. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  5  H.  L.  86.  (7)  Law  Rep.  2  Q.  B.  534. 
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Wds  not  liable^  as  he  had  only  given  authority  to   do  things        j.  c. 
right  and  proper.    It  is  otherwise  where  the  act,  though  wrongly       1874 
done,  is  within  the  scope  of  the  authority  given  to  the  agent :     mackay 
Ooffv.  Oreat  Northern  Railway  Gompany  (I);  Seymour  v.  Oreen-  ^    ^• 
wood  (2) ;  Limpvs  v.  General  Omnibus  Company  (3) ;  In  re  Cork  Bank  of  Nkw 
and  YoughaU  Railway  Company  (4).  _ 

The  message  parpoHed  to  come  from  Linyley,  so  the  Appellants 
cannot  say  they  were  misled  by  giving  credit  to  the  bank. 

Batification  can  only  be  when  one  person  has  professed  to  act 
for  another.  Here  Sancton  did  not  profess  to  act  for  the  bank : 
Wihon  V.  Tumman  (5) ;  Eastern  Counties  Railway  v.  Brown  (6). 

There  can  be  ho  action  for  deceit  where  there  has  not  been 
falsehood.  Moral  fraud  is  essential :  Burley  v.  Walford  (7) ;  Wilde 
T.  Oibson  (8).  The  cases  are  collected  in  a  note  to  2  Smith's 
Leading  Cases  [6th  Ed.],  p.  92. 

There  is  no  rule  that  the  principal  having  received  benefit 
must  return  it. 

If  a  ship  master  at  an  English  port,  where  the  shipowner  resides^ 
orders  supplies  for  the  ship  on  bottomry  bond,  and  consumes  them 
accordingly,  the  owner  is  not  held  liable ;  and  so  where  money 
is  borrowed  to  pay  towage,  but  without  authority:  Arthur  v. 
Barton  (9) ;  Beldon  v.  Campbell  (10).  If  a  stranger  had  done 
what  Sancton  did,  and  the  same  events  had  followed,  the  bank 
would  not  have  been  liable  on  an  action  of  deceit  or  any  other 
proceeding. 

There  can  be  no  action  against  a  corporation  for  fraud  and 
deceit.  A  corporation  is  created  for  certain  purposes  only,  A 
private  partnership  may  extend  its  business,  but  a  corporation  is 
limited  to  its  professed  objects. 

We  rely  on  Addie  v.  Western  Bank  of  Scotland  (11).  The  doc- 
trines laid  down  by  the  Judges  in  that  case  were  necessary  for  the 
decision  of  the  case,  and  if  they  do  not  agree  with  the  case  of 

(1)  30  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  148 ;  3  E.  &  B.         (5)  6  M.  &  G.  236. 

672.  (6)  6  Ex.  326. 

C2)  30  L.  J.  (Ex.)  p.  327;  7  H.  &         (7)  9  Q.  B.  197. 

N.  35a  (8)  1  H.  L.  C.  605. 

(3)  32  L.  J.  (Ex.)  34 ;  1  H.  &  C.         (9)  6  M.  &  W.  138. 
528.  (10)  6  Ex.  886. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  748.  (1 1)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  145. 

t 
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J.  0.       Barwick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  BuLnk  (1),  which  was  decided  abont 

1674     .  the  same  time,  the  doctrine  of  Addie  v.  Weriern  Bank  of  Scotland 

Maokat      ought  to  prevail.     That  doctrine  is  stated  in  Benjamins  Treatise 

GpiBrtBoiAi,  ^^  *^^  Contract  of  Sale  [2nd  Ed.],  p.  371.    The  case  ot  Smfi  v. 

'JJah^tofNbw  WinterhotJiam  (2)  has  be^n  overruled  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber. 

.    — .    *       This  action  is  brought  in  tort  because  the  Plaintiff  knew  he 

could  not  recover  in  contract.   There  can  be  no  rescission  here,  and 

consequently  no  recouping.    Tfa^  bank  did  not  know  of  any  fraud 

at  the  time  when  the  Appellants  were  induced  to  accept  the  bills. 

There  is  no  evidence  of  general  damage. 

The  Appellants  cannot  be  allowed  now  to  amend  the  pleadings 
so  as  to  make  a  new  case.  We  have  got  an  order  for  a  new  trial, 
and  there  is  no  cross  appeal.  The  proper  questions  were  not  left 
to  the  jury. 

Sancton  was  not  authorized  by  the  directors  to  send  the  telegram. 
The  Appellants  have  not  proved  that  they  paid  the  bills.  If  they 
did  pay  them,  they  paid  them  voluntarily,  and  with  knowledge  of 
the  fraud,  in  which  case  they  cannot  recover. 

1874  ^^^  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  delivered  by 

Mard^  14.    SXR  MONTAGUE  E.  SmiTH  : — 

The  most  material  facts  in  this  case  may  be  thus  stated : — 
Mr.  Linghy,  a  timber  merchant,  of  St  Johns,  New  Brunswicky 
had  for  some  years  before  June,  1868,  been  in  the  habit  of  con- 
signing cargoes  of  deals  to  the  Messrs.  Mackay  (the  Plaintiffs),  who 
are  timber  brokers  in  Liverpool,  and  of  drawing  bills  upon  them, 
which  he  indorsed  to  the  Defendants,  who  are  an  incorporated 
bank,  carrying  on  business  at  iS^i^.  John^s;  he  also  from  time  to 
time  drew  upon  the  Plaintiffs  bills  for  the  accommodation  of  the 
bank,  for  the  payment  of  which  the  bank  sometimes  gave  guaran- 
tees to  the  Plaintiffs. 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1868,  Lingley  advised  the  Plaintiffs  of 
several  bills  which  he  had  drawn  upon  them,  of  which  two  of 
£1000  each,  falling  due  on  the  2nd  of  September, '  1868,  were 
guaranteed  by  the  bank,  who  were  to  transmit  funds  to  meet  them 
before  their  maturity.     In  this  state  of  circumstances  Lingley 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  259.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  244. 
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>yrote  to  the  Plaintiffs  on  the  11th  of  August,  1868,  advising  them  J.  C. 

of  several  fresh  bills,  doe  on  the  26th  of  November,  which  he  had  1874 

drawn  upon  them  and  indorsed  to  the  bank  to  the  amount  of  Maokat 

£7750,  all  of  them,  as  he  stated,  against  cargoes,  but  of  wh^ch  Qo^a^aoiAx^ 
two,  of  £1250  and  £300  respectively,  were  not  in  fact  drawn  ^j^^^^^ 

against  cargoes.     This  letter  of  Linglet/'a  was  received  by  the  — 
Plaintiffs  on  the  24th  of  August,  1868,  whereupon  they  sent  to 
lAnglay  the  following  telegram : — 

"  MaekatfSy  Liverpool^  to  lAngley^  St.  John\  New  Brwnswich — If 
not  remitted  guarantee  two  due  2nd  September  will  refuse  all 
advised  eleventh.    Keply  quickly." 

• 

The  message  arrived  at  St.  John^s  on  the  same  day.  LingJey 
had  then  absconded,  having,  on  the  18th  of  August  executed 
a  deed  conveying  all  his  property  to  trustees,  to  which  deed, 
releasing  Lingley  from  all  liabilities  to  the  bank,  the  president 
and  cashier  of  the  bank  were  parties.  The  telegram  was  taken  to 
the  bank  by  lAnghifs  brother,  whereupon  Sanetant  the  cashier, 
answered  it  in  these  terms : — 

"  To  Maekays,  Liverpool. — Sent  last  mail. — lAngley'* 

It  must  be  assumed  that  neither  the  president  of  the  bank  nor 
its  directors  instructed  Sancton  to  send  this  telegram,  or  knew  of 
its  having  been  sent  till  long  afterwards.  The  Plaintiffs'  case  was 
that,  although  the  staten^ent  ^  sent  last  mail "  (which  must  be 
taken  to  mean  that  remittances  had  been  sent  to  meet  the 
guaranteed  bills  falling  due  on  the  2nd  of  September)  was  true, 
yet  that  the  telegram  was  fraudulently  sent  in  the  name  of  Linff* 
ley,  and  conveyed,  and  was  intended  to  convey,  to  them  a  false 
representation  that  lAnghy  was  still  in  St.  John's,  and  carrying  on 
his  business,  whereas  he  had  become  insolvent  and  had  absconded ; 
that,  acting  on  the  faith  of  this  representation,  they  accepted  the 
bills,  which  they  would  not  have  done  had  they  known  the  truth ; 
that  they  had  to  pay  the  bills,  of  which  payment  the  bank,  who 
indorsed  and  remitted  them  to  Messrs.  Olyn  on  their  own  account, 
obtained  the  benefit  The  action  was  what  is  commonly  called  an 
action  of  deceit,  in  which  the  Plaintiffs  stated  the  £dse  representa- 
tion as  that  of  the  bank ;  and  there  was  an  allegation  of  special 
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J.  C.        damage  in  the  shape  of  injury  to  their  credit^  coupled,  however, 

1874        with  an  allegation  of  general  damage,  under  which  it  woold  be 

Mackat     open  for  them  to  claim  as  damage  payment  of  the  bills.    Two  of 

CoMiBBoiAL  *^®  directors  of  the  bank,  Seeley  and  Verrum,  were  joined  as  Defen- 

Bahk  ok  New  dants,  but,  as  they  obtained  a  verdict,  no  question  as  to  them 
Bbuubwick.  '  ^  -. 

arises.    The  Defendants  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Wddon  and  a  jury.  It 
appeared  by  the  evidence  of  the  president  of  the  bank,  the  De- 
fendants'  witness  (referred  to  in  his  summing-up  by  Mr.  Justice 
Wddon),  that  Sancton  had  a  far  wider  authority  than  a  cashier 
would  be  presumed  to  have  in  this  country.  The  president  says : 
"  He  kept  the  books,  conducted  the  correspondence,  and  prepared 

the  telegrams Sancton  would  give  directions  to  pay  for 

telegrams  sent  for  the  bank Sancton  was  the  man  who 

arranged  the  financial  matters  of  the  bank ;  he  was  the  '  Wind- 
raiser.'  As  a  director,  I  knew  of  this  mode  of  raising  money 
before  I  became  president  It  would  not  be  for  the  benefit  of  the 
bank  to  be  known.  All  was  done  through  Sancton.  I  did  not 
ordinarily  give  directions.  All  persons  throughout  the  bank  took 
their  orders  from  Sancton'* 

Mr.  Justice  Wddon  must  be  taken  to  have  directed  the  jury 
that  the  sending  of  the  telegram  was  within  the  scope  of  the 
authority  of  Sancton:  by  his  note  it  appears  that  he  directed 
them  further  to  this  effect :  '*  The  question  which  I  submit  for 
your  consideration  is  this,  was  the  telegram  from  Mackays^  pur* 
porting  to  come  from  lAngUy^  and  delivered  by  the  messenger  of 
the  bank  to  the  telegraph  office  on  the  24th  of  August,  1868,  sent 
by  the  cashier  or  president  to  Madcays  with  the  intention  of 
inducing  them  to  accept  the  bills  advised  in  the  letter  of  the 
Ilth  of  August,  and  were  these  bills  accepted  by  Maekays  in 
consequence  of  that  telegram  ?  If  you  find  this  in  the  affirmative 
it  was  a  fraud  in  law,  that  is  for  you  to  find — you  find  the  fact. 
The  question  of  the  intention  is  found  by  you,  and  I  pronounce 
in  law  the  fact  so  found  by  you  to  be  a  fraud,  a  legal  fraud  which 
renders  the  bank  liable.  As  to  damages,  if  you  find  for  the  Plain* 
tiffs,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bills  for  the  £1250  and  £350  (a 
mistake  for  £300),  which  they  accepted,  and  for  which  they 
received  no  payment,  are  the  measure  of  damages." 
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The  jury  foimd  a  yeidict  for  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  foil  amount       j.  c. 
of  the  faillB.  1874 

A  motion  was  made  for  a  nonsnit,  in  pursuance  of  leaye  reseryed,  mackat 
or  for  a  new  trial.  A  rule  for  the  latter  was  granted  and  made  /wnmoiA 
absolute  by  the  Supreme  Courts  consisting  of  Mr.  Justice  AUen,  Bank  of  Nkw 

BfilTNSWICK 

Mr.  Justice  FUher,  and  Mr.  Justice  Wddan  ;  Mr.  Justice  Wddon,       

howeyer,  adhering  to  the  yiew  which  he  had  expressed  at  the  trial. 
Mr.  Justice  Allen,  who  gaye  judgment  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Justice 
Fither  and  himself^  thus  states  the  grounds  on  which  the  rule  was 
made  absolute — ^^on  the  ground  of  misdirection  as  to  the  matter 
being  within  the  scope  of  the  cashier's  duties,  and  in  not  leaying 
to  the  jury  whether  Sancton  was  authorized  by  the  directors  to 
send  the  telegram." 

It  has  been  contended  at  their  Lordships'  bar,  that  there  are 
other  grounds  on  which  a  new  trial  should  haye  been  directed,  or 
judgment  gtyen  for  the  Defendants,  yiz.,  (1)  that  the  Plaintiffs 
haye  not  proyed  that  they  paid  the  bills,  and  (2)  that  if  they  did 
pay  them  they  paid  them  yoluntarily  with  knowledge  of  the 
fraud,  in  which  case  they  cannot  recoyer. 

Their  Lordships  haye  carefidly  examined  the  somewhat  full 
note  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Wddon  of  the  points  raised  at  the  trial, 
and  can  find  no  trace  of  any  such  points ;  nor  do  the  numerous 
"  reasons "  which  haye  been  prepared  in  the  colony  on  behalf  of 
Bespondents  contain  any  reference  to  the  second  point,  or  indeed 
to  the  first,  beyond  a  general  complaint  of  the  Judge's  ruling  on 
the  question  of  damages.  Mr.  Justice  AUen,  in  giying  the  judgment 
of  the  High  Court,  thus  expresses  himself:  **  For  t\M>  of  the  bills, 
one  for  £800  and  the  other  for  £1250,  no  cai^oes  were  sent^  and 
the  Plaintiffs  vwe  Miffed  to  pay  them  ;"  thus  treating  the  payment 
of  them  by  the  Plaintiffs  under  compulsion  as  an  unquestioned 
fact,  instead  of  sending  it  to  be  re-tried,  as  he  presumably  would 
haye  done,  if  there  had  been  a  misdirection  or  an  unsatisfactory 
finding  upon  it.  Their  Lordships  are  always  extremely  loth  to 
send  a  case  for  re«trial,  much  more  to  decide  it  upon  points  which 
appear  to  haye  been  raised  for  the  first  time  at  their  Bar,  and 
which  possibly  may  haye  been  treated  as  agreed  upon  or  too  dear 
for  argument  by  the  Court  below.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
Supreme  Court  haying  assumed  (without  apparentiy  a  controyersy 

Toil.  V.  3  2  E 
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J.  c.        on  the  subject)  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  compelled  to  pay  the  bills, 

1874        their  Lordships  are  not  satisfied  that  this  assumption  was  lmwa^ 

mI^t     rantable.    Their  Lordships  further  assume,  as  appears  to  have 

|.     ^'         been  assumed  in  the  Court  below,  that  the  Defendants  obtained 

BtfiK  OF  Nkw  the  benefit  of  these  payments  in  their  account  with  the  Messrs. 

BM7NSWICS.      jn,, 

Glyn. 

This  being  so,  the  points  for  consideration  are  confined  to  those 
stated  by  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  the  grounds  on 
which  the  new  trial  was  directed. 

The  Court  appear  to  treat  the  question  whether  or  not  SaneUm 
was  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  (there  being  no  con- 
flicting evidence  as  to  the  general  nature  of  his  authority)  as  a 
question  of  law,  and  hold  that  Mr.  Justice  Wddon,  instead  of 
directing  the  jury  that  the  sending  of  the  telegram  was  within  tbe 
scope  of  SometovCs  authority,  ought  to  have  directed  them  that  it 
was  not.  The  only  question  of  fact  which  they  direct  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  is,  whether  or  not  the  sending  it  was  sanctioned 
by  the  directors. 

Their  Lordships  regard  it  as  settled  law  that  a  principal  is 
answerable  where  he  has  received  a  benefit  from  the  fraud  of  his 
agent,  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  authority.  This  doctrine  has 
been  laid  down  by  Lord  HM  in  Eem  v.  NiehoHs  (1),  by  Lord 
Ellenborough  in  Alexander  v.  Oibson  (2),  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Cam/oof 
V.  Fawke  (3),  although,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  that 
case,  he  held  the  Defendant  not  liable ;  also  by  Parke,  B.,  in 
Moena  v.  Beytoorth  (4) ;  by  Tindal,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  WUaon  v.  Fuller  (5) ;  and  again  by 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Udell  v.  Atherton  (6),  where,  it  is  true,  the 
Court  was  divided  in  its  judgment,  but  where  Baion  MarUn,  who 
held  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  proved  his  case,  stated  the  question 
to  be,  '^  Was  the  agent's  situation  such  as  to  bring  the  representa- 
tion he  made  within  the  scope  of  bis  authority  ?" 

There  are,  however,  some  cases  to  be  found  apparently  at  variance 
as  to  the  interpretation  and  the  adaptation  to  circumstances  of  this 
doctrine.    It  is  seldom  possible  to  prove  that  the  fraudulent  act 

(1)  1  Salk.  289.  (4)  10  M.  &  W.  157. 

(2)  2  Camp.  655.  (5)  8  Q.  B.  77. 

(8)  6  M.  &  W.  373.  (6)  7  H.  &  N.  172 ;  30  L.  J.  (Ex.)  317. 
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complained  of  was  committed  by  the  express  authority  of  the  prin-       J.O. 
cipal,  or  that  he  gaye  his  agent  general  authority  to  commit       1874 
wrongs  or  frauds.    Indeed  it  may  be  generally  assmned  that,  in     haokat 
mercantile  transactionSi  principals  do  not  authorize  their  agents  to  commiboul 
act  wrongfullyy  and  consequently  that  frauds  are  beyond  ''  the  ^^^  ^'  ^^^ 

scope  of  the  agent's  authority  "  in  the  narrowest  sense  of  which       

the  expression  admits.    But  so  narrow  a  sense  would  have  the 
effect  of  enabling  principals  largely  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
frauds  of  their  agents,  without  suffering  losses  or  incurring  liabilities 
on  account  of  them,  and  would  be  opposed  as  much  to  justice  as  to 
authority.     A  wider  construction  has  been  put  upon  the  words. 
Principals  have  been  held  liable  for  frauds  when  it  has  not  been 
proved  that  they  authorized  the  particular  fraud  complained  of  or 
gave  a  general  authority  to  commit  frauds :  at  the  same  time,  it  is 
not  easy  to  define  with  precision  the  extent  to  which  this  liability 
has  been  carried.    The  best  definition  of  it,  in  their  Lordships* 
judgment,  is  to  be  found  in  the  case  of  Barwiek  v.  English  Joint 
Stock  Bank  (I),  when  the  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber 
was  delivered  by  one  of  the  most  learned  Judges  who  ever  sat  iu 
Westminster  HaU.    In  that  case  the  Plaintiff  was  induced  to  con- 
tinue to  supply  oats  to  a  customer  of  the  bank,  a  contractor  with 
the  Government^  on  a  guarantee  &om  its  manager  to  the  effect 
that  the  customer's  cheque  in  the  Plaintiff's  favour,  in  payment  for 
the  oats  supplied,  should  be  paid  on  receipt  of  the  Grovernment 
money,  in  priority  to  any  other  payment  **  except  to  this  bank.'* 
The  manager  fraudulently  concealed  from  the  Plaintiff  that  the 
customer  was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  £12,000 :  the  result  was 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  induced  to  advance  money  to  the  customer 
on  a  guarantee  which  turned  out  to  be  worthless,  and  which  the 
manager  must  have  known  to  have  been  worthless  when  he  gave  it. 
The  declaiation  contained,  among  other  counts^  one  for  deceit,  in 
which  the  fraud  of  the  manager  was  laid  as  the  fraud  of  the  bank, 
on  which  count  alone  the  judgment  is  based.  Baron  Martin  having 
directed  a  nonsuit,  a  venire  de  novo  was  ordered  by  the  Exchequer 
Chamber,  whose  judgment  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  WHles. 
He  expressed  himself  as  follows : — "  With  respect  to  the  question 
whether  a  principal  is  answerable  for  the  act  of  his  agent  in  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  Ex.  259. 
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J.  c.  course  of  his  master's  business,  and  for  his  master's  benefit,  no 

1874  sensible  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  the  case  of  frand  and 

jj^^Y  ^^  ^*^®  ^^  *^y  o^her  wrong.    The  general  rule  is,  that  the  BM«ter 

^     «.  is  answerable  for  every  such  wrong  of  the  servant  or  agent  as  is 

OOKMSBOIAL  -^  "  ,  fin 

Baitk  of  New  committed  in  the  course  of  the  service  and  for  the  masters  benefit, 

Sbunswick 

'  though  no  express  command  or  privity  of  the  master  be  proved- 

The  principle  is  acted  upon  every  day  in  running-down  cases.  It 
has  been  applied  also  to  direct  trespass  to  goods."  After  enume- 
rating other  instances  of  its  application,  he  proceeds: — ^"In  aU 
these  cases  it  may  be  said,  as  it  was  said  here,  that  the  master  had 
not  authorized  the  act.  It  is  true  he  has  not  authorized  the  par* 
ticular  act,  but  he  has  put  the  agent  in  his  place  to  do  that  class 
of  acts,  and  he  must  be  answerable  for  the  manner  in  which  that 
agent  has  conducted  himself  in  doing  the  business  which  it  was 
the  act  of  his  master  to  place  him  in." 

He  further  lays  down, ''  If  a  man  is  answerable  for  the  wrong  of 
another,  whether  it  be  fraud  or  other  wrong,  it  may  be  described 
in  pleading  as  the  fraud  of  the  person  who  is  sought  to  be  made 
answerable  in  the  action." 

This  doctrine  was  acted  upon  lately  by  the  Court  of  QueenV 
Bench,  in  Smji  v.  Winterlotham  (1),  where  they  held  a  banking 
company  liable  in  respect  of  a  fraudulent  guarantee  by  their 
manager  of  the  solvency  of  a  person,  although  the  bank  derived 
no  benefit  from  this  representation.  This  judgment  was,  indeed^ 
reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  on  the  ground  that  the  signa* 
ture  of  the  manager  was  not  the  signature  of  the  company  within 
the  words  of  the  9  Geo.  4,  c.  14,  s.  6,  and  that  the  representa- 
tion was  made  by  the  manager  only  in  his  individual  capacity  r 
but  Lord  Coleridge  in  delivering  the  judgment  observes:  ^This 
does  not  at  all  conflict  with  the  case  of  Barmeh  v.  EngUA  Joint 
Stock  Bank  (2),  and  cases  of  that  description,  because  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  where  an  agent  of  a  corporation,  or  a  joint  stock  com- 
pany, in  conducting  its  business  does  something  of  which  the  joint 
stock  company  take  advantage  and  by  which  they  profit,  or  by 
which  they  may  profit,  and  it  turns  out  that  the  act  which  is  so  done 
by  their  agent  is  a  fraudulent  act,  justice  points  out,  and  authority 
supports  justice  in  maintaining,  that  they  cannot  afterwards  repu* 
(1)  Law  Rep.  8  Q.  B.  p.  244.  ^  .  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Ex.  259. 
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^iate  the  agODcy,  and  say  that  the  act  which  has  been  done  by  the       J.  C. 
agent  is  not  an  act  for  which  they  are  liable."  1874 

It  has  been  contended,  howeyer,  that  Western  Bank  of  ScoUand     magkat 
V.  Addie,  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords  about  the  same  time  (1),  QQ^amcuL 
is  at  variance  with  Banaiok  y.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank  (2).    Their  Bank  of  Nkw 
Lordships,  howeyer,  do  not  so  regard  it.  _« 

Mr.  Addie  alleged  that  he  had  been  induced  to  take  shares  in 
the  Western  Bank  of  SeoUand  by  fraudulent  representations  of  its 
directors,  and  claimed  to  recover  the  value  of  his  shares,  or  to 
he  reimbursed  the  damages  which  he  had  sustained.  After  his 
j>uichase  of  the  shares  and  before  he  instituted  his  suit,  the  bank, 
which  had  been  an  unincorporated  company  under  7  Geo.  4,  c.  67, 
was  with  his  concurrence  incorporated  and  registered  under  the 
■Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1856,  for  the  purpose  of  being  wound 
up.  Upon  these  tacts  it  was  decided  that  Mr.  Addie  had  no 
4*emedy  against  the  new  corporation  which  had  been  formed.  Lord 
Cranworth  observes:  **Ee  was  a  party  to  a  proceeding  whereby  the 
company  from  which  the  purchase  was  made  was  put  an  end  to — 
it  ceased  to  be  an  unmcoiporated,  and  became  an  incorporated 
<x>mpany,  with  many  statutable  incidents  connected  with  it^  which 
^id  not  exist  before  the  incorporation.  The  new  company  is  now 
in  the  course  of  being  wound  up.  .  ...  He  comes  too  late ;  the 
Appellants  are  not  the  persons  who  were  guilty  of  the  fraud,  and 
although  the  incorporated  company  is  by  the  express  provisions 
omder  which  it  was  incorporated  made  liable  for  the  debts  and 
liabilities  incurred  before  the  incorporation,  I  cannot  read  the 
statute  as  transferring  to  the  incorporated  company  a  liability  to 
be  sued  for  frauds  or  other  wrongful  acts  committed  by  the 
directors  before  incorporation." 

The  case  was  therefore  decided  upon  a  point  which  did  not  arise 
in  the  case  of  Banvick  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank. 

But  some  expressions  used  by  Lord  Chelmsford  and  Lord  Cran* 
worth  to  the  effect  that  an  action  of  deceit  is  not  maintainable 
against  a  corporation  in  respect  of  frauds  of  its  agents,  have  been 
strongly  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondents.  With  all 
jespectfor  everything  falling  from  authority  so  high,  their  Lord- 
:fihip6  cannot  regard  these  dicta,  relating  as  they  do  to  English 

(1)  Law  Bep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  145.  (2)  Law  Bep.  2  Ex.  269. 
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J.  0.       forms  of  action,  as  necessary  to  the  decision  of  Addie  v.  Western 

1874        Bank  of  SeoUand.  Lord  Cranworth,  indeed,  admits  that,  '^  if  by  the 

Mackat     frand  of  its  (t.«.,  an  incorporated  company's)  agents  third  penons 

CoMicBBoiAL  ^^^^  ^^  defrauded,  the  corporation  may  be  made  responsible  to 

Bank  of  New  the  extent  to  which  its  funds  have  profited  by  these  frauds." 

Bull  www  MtK 

Upon  this  it  may  be  observed  that,  if  the  fraud  by  which  the 

corporation  benefited  consisted  of  a  misrepresentation  not  forming 
part  of  or  leading  to  a  contract  with  it,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how, 
in  many  cases,  they  could  be  made  responsible,  except  in  an  action 
for  deceit.  If  it  be  suggested  that  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  might  lie,  it  may  be  answered  that  even  if  that  were 
so,  the  question  to  be  tried  would  be  in  substance  the  same,  and 
the  evidence  the  same,  and  that  the  time  has  passed  when  much 
importance  was  attached  to  mere  forms  of  action.  If  the  benefit 
received  by  the  corporation  happened  to  be  in  the  shape  of  a 
specific  chattel  instead  of  money,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  better 
title  they  would  have  to  retain  it,  but  in  that  case  the  action  for 
money  had  and  received  would  not  lie,  and  some  form  of  action 
of  tort  would  have  to  be  resorted  to.  Lord  Orcmwarth  further  ob- 
serves, in  explanation  of  some  observations  which  fell  from  him  in 
Banffer  v.  Oreat  Western  BaUway  Company  (1),  *^  the  allegation  of 
Banger  was  that  by  the  fraud  of  Mr.  Brunei,  the  company's 
engineer,  he  had  been  induced  to  contract  to  do  and  had  done 
works  for  them  at  a  price  grossly  below  their  real  cost^  say 
for  £20,000  instead  of  £40,000.  The  company  got  the  full  benefit 
of  what  he  had  so  done,  and  in  what  I  said  I  merely  wished  to 
guard  against  its  being  supposed  that  I  assented  to  the  argument 
that  there  would  be  no  means  of  reaching  the  company,  if  the  fact 
of  the  fraud  had  been  established.  By  what  particular  prooeed- 
ings  relief  could  have  been  obtained  is  a  matter  on  which  I  did  not 
intend  to  express,  and  indeed  had  not  formed,  any  opinion."  Un- 
less the  remedy  against  a  company  in  respect  of  the  fraud  of  its 
agent  is  to  be  confined  to  cases  where  the  fraud  is  part  of  a  con- 
tract, and  the  contract  can  be  rescinded  so  as  to  place  the  parties 
in  statu  quo — a  doctrine  much  narrower  than  that  laid  down  by 
Lord  Cranworth — it  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  follow  that  an 
action  of  deceit  is  maintainable,  wherein,  as  laid  down  by  the 

(1)  5  H.  L.  C.  86. 
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Exchequer  Chamber^  the  fraud  of  the  agent  may  be  treated  for       j.  c. 
purposes  of  pleading  as  the  fraud  of  the  principal.    Nor  do  they  see       1874 
any  ralid  reason  for  exempting  incorporated  more  than  unincorpo-     hI^t 
rated  companies  from  this  action.    In  their  opinion,  Lord  Cran-  ^     v- 
worth  stated  the  law  on  this  subject  correctly  in  Banger  v.  Oreai  Bahk  of  Nnr 

Western  Bailway  (1),  when  he  observed  ''  strictly  speakings  a  corpo-        

ration  cannot  of  itself  be  guilty  of  a  fraud.  But  where  a  corpora- 
tion is  formed  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  trading  or  other 
speculation  for  profit^  such  as  formmg  a  railway^  these  objects  can 
only  be  accomplished  by  the  agency  of  individuals ;  and  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  if  the  agents  employed  conduct  themselves  fraud- 
ulentlyy  so  that  if  they  had  been  acting  for  private  employers  the 
persons  for  whom  they  were  acting  would  have  been  affected  by 
their  fraud,  the  same  principles  must  prevail  where  the  principal 
under  whom  the  agent  acts  is  a  corporation.'* 

It  remains  to  apply  the  principles  of  law  which  have  been  stated 
to  the  facts  of  this  case. 

If  there  had  been  any  serious  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  the 
duties  and  authority  of  Sancton^  it  would  have  been  proper  to 
direct  this  question  to  be  retried.  Bat  their  Lordships  are  satisfied 
to  take,  as  Mr.  Justice  Weldon  did,  the  statement  of  the  Defen- 
dant's witness,  the  president  of  the  bank,  on  this  subject.  Had 
the  message  been  sent  to  the  bank  it  can  scarcely  be  questioned 
that  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  Sanetan  to  answer  it  with  a 
view  to  obtaining  the  acceptance  of  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  effect  that 
funds  had  been  provided  for  the  previous  bills,  and  if,  witH  the 
same  object,  he  had  added  to  this  a  statement  that  Lingley  was 
carrying  on  his  business  9A,8t.  John's,  although,  of  course,  it  would 
not  have  been  his  duty  to  state  a  falsehood,  still  the  sending  of 
the  telegram  with  the  false  statement  would  have  been  ^'within 
the  scope  of  his  authority,"  as  that  expression  has  been  explained. 
But,  it  has  been  urged,  the  telegram  was  sent,  not  to  the  bank,  bat 
to  Lmghy^  and  was  answered  on  behalf  of  Lingley ,  not  of  the  bank. 
The  position,  however,  of  Lingley  and  of  the  bank  must  be  borne 
in  mind.  Lingley  had  been  released  from  all  his  obligations,  and 
was  no  longer  interested  in  the  acceptance  of  the  bills :  the  bank 
was  deeply  and  solely  interested  in  their  acceptance.   Under  these 

(1)  a  H.  L.  c.  86. 
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J.  c.       circumstances,  on  the  telegram  being  bronglit  to  the  bank,  their 

1874       Lordships  think  that  it  was  still  in  the  usual  course  of  the  business 

-^^^^Y     intrusted  to  Sancton  to  answer  it^  and  that  when  he  did  answer  it 

,,     *-         in  the  bank's  interest  in  such  a  manner  as  to  convey  what  was  false 

Bank  or  New  together  with  what  was  true,  he  was  still  acting  '^  within  the  scope 

^^^       of  ms  autnonty. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  Mr.  Justice 
Wddon  was  right  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  sending  of  the 
telegram  was  within  the  scope  of  Sandofis  authority.  This  bemg 
so,  the  question  whether  or  not  Sanson  was  authorized  to  send  it 
by  the  directors  becomes  immaterial 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  Plaintiffs 
could  have  maintained  their  verdict  if  they  had  proved  only  they 
had  sustained  damage  from  the  fraudulent  representation  of  an 
agent  of  the  Defendants  made  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
without  proof  of  the  Defendants  having  profited  thereby:  nor 
whether  they  could  have  maintained  it,  if  they  had  not  proved  the 
representation  of  Sancton  to  be  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
but  had  proved  that  the  Defendants  accepted  the  benefit  of  it,  with 
notice  of  the  fraud, — ^propositions  which  have  been  contended  for 
at  thor  Lordships'  Bar.  It  is  enough  in  this  case  to  decide  that 
the  PlaintifEs,  having  established  that  they  have  suffered  damage 
and  that  the  Defendants  commensurately  profited  by  the  fraudulent 
representation  of  Sancton  made  within  the  scope  of  his  authority, 
are  entitled  to  maintain  their  verdict. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  will  humbly  recommend  ^er 
Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  be  reversed,  and 
the  order  directing  a  new  trial  be  discharged. 

The  Appellants  will  have  their  costs  in  the  Coutts  below  and  of 
this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Vizardy  CrotodeTf  £  Co. 
Solicitors  ^for  the  Bespondent :    Messrs.  Fields  Bosooe,  Fidd, 
FraneiSf  &  Osbaldeston, 
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THE  COLONIAL  BANK  OP  AUSTBALASLi  ^  J.  c*    ^ 

AND  JOHN  TURNER,  the  Official  Agent  f  ,  1874 

OF    THE    (tOLDEN    GaTE   GoLD   MiKING   CoM-  (  *       FA.  28; 

PANY,  Registered J  Jifar.j^,23. 

AND 

EGBERT  WILLAN,  a  Shareholdeb  in  the  | 
SAID  Mining  Company )  Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  COLONY 

OP  VICTORIA. 

Mining  Courts  qf  the  CoUmy  of  Victoria — Appeal — Ifkf&rwr  Court-^Cerlioraru 

Where  a  public  company  lias  been  incorpbrated  by  Tirtue  of  a  statute 
which  prescribed  certain  rules  for  the  constitution  of  such  companies,  and 
for  regulating  their  proceedings,  it  will  be  assumed,  in  judging  of  the 
transactions  between  the  company  and  other  parties,  that  the  requirements 
of  the  statute  have  been  complied  with. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria  has  a  general  power  to  issue 
a  writ  of  certiorari  to  any  inferior  Court  in  the  Colony  to  bring  up  the  pro- 
ceedings of  such  Court,  co-extensive  with  the  like  power  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  England, 

The  Courts  of  Mines,  which  have  been  created  by  Acts  of  the  local  Legisla- 
ture of  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  and  with  a  jurisdiction  limited  both  as  to  the 
persons  and  the  matters  within  the  Colony  over  which  it  is  to  be  exercised, 
stand,  in  relation  to  the  Supreme  Court,  on  the  footing  of  inferior  Courts. 

The  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  issue  a  oertionuri  to  the  Courts  of 
Mines  in  respect  of  any  proceedings  under  the  Mining  Statute,  1865,  has  been 
taken  away  by  statute. 

An  appeal  may  be  brought  by  the  shareholders  of  a  mining  company  to 
the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  against  an  order  made  by  a  Judge  of 
a  Court  of  Mines  for  winding  up  a  company  upon  such  a  proceeding  as  that 
prescribed  by  the  28th  and  following  sections  of  the  Mining  Companies 
Limited  Liability  Act,  1864. 

Where  certiorari  is  said  to  be  taken  away  by  statute,  the  Superior  Court 
is  not  absolutely  deprived  of  the  power  to  issue  the  writ;  but  its  action  as  to 
the  writ  is  controlled  and  limited,  and  it  cannot  quash  the  order  removed  by 
certiorari  except  upon  the  ground  either  of  a  manifest  defect  of  jurisdiction 
in  the  tribunal  that  made  the  order,  or  of  manifest  fraud  in  the  party  procur- 
ing it 

Matters  on  which  the  defect  of  jurisdiction  depends  may  be  apparent  on 


^  Present :— Sib  James  W.  Colvilb,  Sib  Babneb  Pbaoock,  Sib  Montagub 
E.  Smith,  Sib  Robebt  P.  Colueb,  and  Sib  Lawbebob  Peel. 
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tbc  face  of  the  proceedings,  or  may  be  brought  before  the  Superior  Court  by 
affidavit,  but  they  must  be  extrinsic  to  the  adjudication  impeached. 

Objections  on  the  ground  of  defect  of  jurisdiction  may  be  founded  on  the 
character  and  constitution  of  the  inferior  Court,  the  nature  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  inquiry,  or  the  absence  of  some  preliminary  proceeding  which 
vfBB  necessary  to  give  jurisdiction  to  the  inferior  Court. 

The  objection  of  defect  of  jurisdiction  cannot  be  entertained  if  it  rests 
solely  on  the  ground  that  the  Judge  has  erroneously  found  a  fact  which  was 
essential  to  the  validity  of  his  order,  but  which  he  was  competent  to  try. 

The  principle  acted  on  in  Hex  v.  Bdton  (1),  that  an  adjudicatioa  by  a 
Judge  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  is,  if  no  defects  appear  on 
the  &ce  of  it,  to  be  taken  as  conclusive  of  the  facta  stated  therein,  recognised 
and  followed. 

The  rule  in  Bxinhury  v.  Fuller  (2)  approved. 

It  is  not  incumbent  on  a  person  lending  money  to  a  joint  stock  company 
to  ascertain  that  all  the  proceedings  of  the  company  and  its  shareholders^ 
mier  se,  have  been  strictly  regular. 

Where  a  question  was  raised  whether  a  fraudulent  use  had  been  made  of 
the  machinery  for  winding  up  registered  companies,  such  question  being  a 
complicated  one,  dependent  on  a  variety  of  circumstances  capable  of  explana- 
tion, and  requiring  nice  consideration  : — 

Hdd  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  colony  of  Vidoria), 
that  the  order  complained  of  ought  not  to  have  been  quashed  on  certiorari. 

Semhlef  the  Court  of  Mines  of  the  colony  of  Victoria  has  power  to  review 
an  order  of  its  own  for  winding  up  a  registered  company  whether  made  tx 
parte  or  not,  on  the  suggestion  that  the  order  was  fraudulently  obtained. 

If  a  party  makes  a  fraudulent  use  of  the  process  of  a  Mining  Court,  and  no 
remedy  is  to  be  had  in  that  Court,  the  parties  aggrieved  may  obtain  relief  by 
regular  suit  in  the  Supreme  or  other  competent  Court. 

X  HIS  appeal  was  brought  from  a  jadgment  of  the  Sapreme  Court 
of  Vidoria,  making  absolute  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  an  order  made  by 
the  Court  of  Mines  of  the  district  of  Beechworthy  for  winding  up 
the  Chlden  QaU  Chid  Mining  Company,  Begistered. 

The  company  had  been  registered  at  Woods  Point,  in  the  said 
district,  under  the  9th  section  of  the  Colonial  Act,  27  Yict  No. 
228,  the  Mining  Companies  Limited  LidbUUy  Act,  1864,  and  had 
thereby  become  incorporated  by  virtue  of  the  12th  section  of  that 
Act. 

The  company  originally  kept  its  banking  account  with  the 
Union  Bank,  and  the  account  was  overdrawn.  On  the  7th  of 
March,  1866,  one  Philip  Weis  was  requested  by  certain  persons, 
who  acted  as  directors  of  the  company,  to  act  as  temporary 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  66.  (2)  9  Exch.  111. 


AViLLAN. 
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manager.    He,  as  such  temporary  manager,  caused  an  advertise-  J.  C. 

ment  to  be  inserted  in  the  Argus  newspaper,  published  at  Mel-  1874 

bovme,  calling  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  shareholders.     The  tbe 

terms  of  the  advertisement  were  as  follows : —  ^^2^^!^ 

rSANK  OF 

AU8TBALA.SIA 

^  Golden  Gate  Gold  Mining  Company,  Begislered.  ^  «• 

''  An  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  above 
company  will  be  held  at  the  office  of  the  company.  Raspberry 
Creek,  on  Monday,  the  7th  of  May,  1866,  at  3  oVlock,  p.m. 

"  Business — 

"  1.  To  appoint  a  manager. 

"  2.  To  audit  accounts  and  transact  such  general  business 

as  may  be  brought  forward. 
*^  3.  To  cancel  existing  scrip  and  issue  new  scrip. 
"  March  12th,  1866.  "  FhUip  Wets,  Manager,  pro  iem^ 

A  meeting  was  held  accordingly  on  the  7th  of  May,  1866.  At 
this  meeting  the  following  resolutions  were  carried,  namely: 
"That  Mr.  P.  Wets  be  appointed  manager  of  the  company." 
'^  That  the  banking  account  be  moved  from  the  Union  Bank  to 
the  Colonial  Bank  of  Audrdkuia,  and  request  Mr.  Hogarth  to  wait 
on  the  manager  of  the  Colonial  Bank  and  make  arrangements 
with  him  regarding  the  overdraft  to  the  Union  Bank.**  Shortly 
after  the  date  of  this  meeting  the  company's  banking  account  was 
transferred  from  the  Union  Bank  to  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Austral- 
(ma,  and  the  latter  bank  satisfied  the  overdraft. 

It  may  be  convenient  to  indicate  here  the  provisions  of  local 
legislation  which  bear  most  closely  upon  the  proceedings  out  of 
which  the  appeal  arose. 

By  the  Gold  Fields  Act  of  the  colony  of  Victoria,  1857,  21  Vict. 
No.  32, 

The  Governor  in  Council  is  empowered  (sect.  13)  to  erect  any  portion  of  tbe  colony 
into  a  mining  district ;  and  it  is  provided  (sect.  14)  that  in  every  such  district  there 
shall  be  a  Court  to  be  called  the  Court  of  Mines.  The  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines 
may  (sect.  70)  grant  a  rehearing,  and  may  state  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court.  (Sect.  71.)  An  appeal  lies  from  the  Court  of  Mines  to  the  Supreme 
Court ;  and  it  is  provided  (sect.  127)  that  no  proceedings  under  the  Act  shall  be 
removed  or  removable  into  the  Supreme  Court  save  as  thereinbefore  provided ;  and 
by  sect  71,  "  If  any  party  to  any  suit  in  any  Court  holden  under  this  Act,  or  to 
any  proceeding  before  the  Judge  of  any  such  Court,  shall  he  dissatisfied  with  the 
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J.  Q,  determination  or  decision  of  the  said  Court,  or  with  any  order  of  a  Jn^e  thereof, 
not  being  an  order  of  commitment,  such  party  may  appeal  from  the  same  to  the 
Supreme  Court. 


Thb 

Colonial        The  27  Yict  No.  228,  the  Mining  Companies  lAmiied  LiabUiiies 

A^lZu.  M  1864,  provides, 

WiLLAir.  ^^*  ^'  **  '^^^  every  such  company  shall  appoint  a  manager,  and  no  action  or 
— .  suit  at  law  or  in  equity  shall  be  brought  against  any  member  of  such  c(X&pany 
for  the  recovery  of  any  debts  contracted  for  or  by  the  company." 

By  sect.  7,  **  Every  contract  made  by  the  manager  for  the  time  being  for  the 
purchase  of  goods  or  the  performance  of  work,  and  the  supply  of  the  matenals 
for  the  same,  to  an  amount  respectively  not  exceeding  £50,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  said  company,  shall  be  binding  upon  the  company  and  upon  the  assets 
thereof,  as  herein  provided ;  and  such  assets  may  be  seized  and  sold  in  execution 
in  any  action  against  such  company  upon  any  such  contract" 

Sect.  9  provides  for  the  r^;i8tration  of  the  company  in  the  Court  of  Mines 
nearest  to  the  place  of  operations. 

Sect.  12  enacts  that  on  the  registration  of  a  company  under  the  Act  it  shall 
become  a  corporation. 

Sect.  15  prescribes,  under  a  penalty,  that  every  such  company  shall  have  a 
registered  office,  to  which  all  communications  and  notices  may  be  addressed ;  and 
service  of  any  notice  or  l^al  process  at  such  office  shall  be  deemed  to  be  service 
upon  the  company. 

By  sect^  21,  "  Any  company  registered  under  this  Act,  with  the  'sanction  of  a 
majority  in  number  and  value  of  the  shareholders  in  such  company  given  at  an 
extraordinary  meeting,  may  from  time  to  time  increase  its  capital  by  the  issne 
of  new  shares,  such  aggregate  increase  to  be  of  such  amount,  and  to  be  divided 
into  shares  of  such  respective  amounts,  as  such  majority  directs,  and  also  from 
time  to  time  may  borrow  money  not  exceeding  such  sum  as  such  majority 
directs." 

Sect.  23.  **  Fourteen  days'  notice  of  any  extraordinary  meeting  to~  be  called 
under  this  Act  shall  be  given  to  each  shareholder  by  inserting  the  same  in  six 
consecutive  numbers  of  some  newspaper  published  in  Melbourne^  and  in  six 
consecutive  numbers  of  some  newspaper  published  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the 
place  of  operations  of  the  company ;  and  such  notice  shall  be  signed  hj  the 
manager,  and  shall  specify  the  place,  the  day,  and  the  hour  of  meeting,  and 
the  nature  of  the  business,  otherwise  such  meeting  shall  not  have  power  to 
transact  any  business,  and  every  such  notice  so  given  shall  be  sufficient  without 
any  other  notice  whatsoever,  any  rule  of  law  or  of  the  company  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.** 

Sect  26.  "  After  the  incorporation  of  any  company,  the  manager  shall  (unless 
it  is  otherwise  provided  by  any  rules  of  the  company)  convene  an  extraordinary 
meeting  of  the  shareholders,  for  the  purpose  of  deciding  the  number  of  directors, 
and  for  electing  the  same ;  and  the  majority  in  number  and  value  of  the  share- 
holders present  at  such  meeting  shall  decide  and  elect  accordingly ;  and  such 
directors  shall  have  the  custody  and  use  of  the  common  seal,  and  shall  cany  on 
and  transact  the  business  and  aiSairs  of  the  company." 

Sect  27  empowers  the  Governor  to  appoint  an  official  agent  for  each  mining 
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district,  and  proYides  that  when  the  Court  of  Mines  shall  have  made  any  order        j.  c. 
or  decree  for  winding  up  a  company,  the  official  agent  for  the  district  shall  have        .^. 
power  to  collect  all  debts  and  to  sell  or  dispose  of  all  the  assets  of  the  company,        ^^y^ 
and  to  enforce  payment  by  the  shareholders  of  the  amounts  (if  any)  unpaid         The 
upon  the  shares  hdd  by  them  or  any  of  them.  ^/)uial 

The  28th  section  provides  as  follows : — *'  Whenever  any  creditor  to  whom  such  Austbalasta 
company  "(that  is,  any  company  registered,  under  the  Act)  "is  indebted  in  a  v< 

sum  exceeding  £50  then  due,  has  served  on  the  company  a  demand  under  his  ^^^^v* 
hand  requiring  the  company  to  pay  the  sum  so  due,  and  the  company  has  for 
the  space  of  three  weeks  succeeding  the  service  of  such  demand  neglected  to 
pay  such  sum,  or  to  secure  or  compound  for  the  same  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
creditor,  such  company  shall  be  deemed  to  be  unable  to  pay  its  debts,  and  any 
such  creditor  as  aforesaid  may  make  application  for  winding  up  the  company  to 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  of  the  district  wherein  such  company  is 
registered." 

Sect.  29.  **  Any  application  for  the  winding-up  of  a  company  r^^tered  under 
this  Act  shall  be  by  petition,  and  there  shall  be  filed  or  lodged  at  the  time  when 
such  petition  is  presented  an  affidavit  verifying  the  same." 

Sect.  30.  **  Upon  the  hearing  of  any  petition  as  aforesaid  the  said  Judge  of  the 
Court  of  Mines  may  dismiss  such  petition  with  or  without  costs,  to  be  paid  by 
the  petitioner ;  or  he  may  make  an  order  directing  the  company,  by  a  day  to  be 
named  in  such  order,  to  pay  or  secure  payment  to  the  petitioning  creditor  of  all 
moneys  that  may  be  proved  to  be  due  ip  him,  together  with  such  costs  as  such 
Judge  may  direct ;  or  the  said  Judge  may  (if  he  so  thinks  fit)  on  the  hearing  of 
such  petition  make  an  order  or  decree  for  winding  up  the  company  forthwith,  or 
such  other  order  as  to  such  Judge  shall  appear  to  be  just." 

Sect  31.  "  If  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  named  in  such  order  as  aforesaid 
SQch  payment  is  not  made  or  security  given,  the  said  Judge  of  the  Court  of 
Mines  may  thereupon  make  an  order  or  decree  for  winding  up  the  company.* 

Sect.  39.  **  The  majority  in  number  and  value  of  the  shareholders  in  any  com- 
pany may  from  time  to  time,  both  before  and  after  incorporation,  make  and  alter 
rules  for  prescribing  the  number  and  qualification  of  directors  and  fixing  a 
quorum  thereof;  for  holding  and  convening  general  and  special,  but  not  extra- 
ordinary, meetings  of  the  shareholders  and  directors  respectively ;  for  the  election, 
removal,  and  annual  retirement  of  all  or  some  of  the  directors ;  for  determining 
the  mode  of  filling  occasional  vacancies  in  that  body ;  for  settling  the  number  of 
votes  which  shareholders  may  give  in  respect  of  any  specified  number  of  shares, 
and  whether  such  votes  may  or  may  not  be  given  by  proxy ;  for  the  deposit  and 
custody  of  proxies  (if  allowed  and  used);  for  removing  and  appointing  the 
manager,  bankers,  and  solicitors  of  the  company;  for  declaring  dividends  and 
making  calls ;  for  the  transfer  and  relinquishment  of  shares,  and  the  conditions 
on  which  the  same  respectively  may  be  efiected ;  for  keeping  minutes  of  all 
general,  special,  and  extraordinary  meetings  of  the  directors  and  shareholders 
respectively ;  for  preparing  half-yearly  balance  sheets  of  the  accounts  of  the  com- 
pany, and  auditing  and  examining  the  same ;  for  making  and  producing  the 
reports  of  the  business  and  afiairs  thereof ;  for  the  custody  and  use  of  the  common 
seal,  and  for  any  other  objects  not  inconsistent  with  this  Act.  But  if  any  such 
rule  shall  be  made  or  altered  after  incorporation,  it  shall  be  made  or  altered  only 
at  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  shareholders." 
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J.  C.  The  3rd  section  of  the  Act  31  Vict.  No.  324  (aj).  1867), « An 

1874        Act  to  Amend  the  Mming  Companies  Limited  lAdbUUy  Act,  1864," 
Th«        is  as  follows  : — 

Colonial 

Bank  or  ''  1^  ^^  declared  and  enacted  that  the  woidg, '  upon  the  hearing  of  any  petition/ 

AusTBALAsiA  wherever  the  same  are  used  in  the  said  Act^  shall  be  constmed,  deemed,  and 

Wc^AN      ^^'^^  to  mean  and  indnde  an  application  to  a  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines, 

'      whether  sitting  in  Court  or  not,  or  to  the  Court  of  Mines,  and  whether  made  to 

the  said  Court  or  to  the  said  Judge  upon  an  ex  parte  application,  or  after  serrice 

of  notice  of  such  application  at  the  office  of  the  company,  or  upon  summons  so 

served  returnable  before  the  Judge  or  before  the  Court ;  and  no  order  heretofore 

or  hereafter  to  be  made  shall  be  deemed  to  be  invalid  or  impeachable  upon  the 

ground  that  the  same  was  made  by  the  Judge  or  by  the  Court  upon  an  ex  park 

application :  Provided  that  the  said  Judge  or  Court  o(  Mines  shall  have  power 

from  time  to  time,  if  it  should  be  deemed  advisable,  upon  the  application  of  anj 

party  claiming  to  be  interested  in  or  affected  by  such  order,  to  set  aside  or  vary 

any  such  order." 

The  Courts  of  Mines  were  first  created  in  1857  by  the  local 
statute  above  cited^  No.  32  of  the  21  Vict,  since  repealed  by  tbe 
MifUnff  Statute,  1865.  At  the  time  of  the  proceedings  out  of 
which  the  appeal  arose  the  latter  Act  defined  the  powers  and 
functions  of  the  Courts  of  Mines,  and  regulated  their  procedure. 

The  jurisdiction  given  to  these  Courts  to  wind  up  registered 
companies  was  conferred  upon  them  by  the  Mining  Oamjpami 
Limited  Liability  Act,  1864  (1),  which  was  passed  after  the  former, 
but  before  the  latter,  of  the  two  last-mentioned  statutes. 

By  the  Mining  Statute,  1865,  it  was  enacted  that  within  and  for 
every  mining  district  there  should  be  a  Court  to  be  called  the 
Court  of  Mines ;  that  such  Court  should  be  a  Court  of  record ; 
that  the  Court  of  Mines  which  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Act  should  be  in  existence  in  any  mining  district 
existing  at  that  time  should  be  and  be  deemed  a  Court  of  Mines 
constituted  under  that  Act. 

To  these  Courts  this  statute  gave,  in  very  general  terms,  juris- 
diction to  hear  and  determine  all  suits  which  might  arise  con- 
cerning miners'  rights  in  Crown  lands,  or  concerning  or  out  of  any 
partnership  for  or  in  relation  to  mining  in  any  Crown  land,  or  for 
or  in  relation  to  tbe  searching  for  the  metals  and  minerals  men- 
tioned in  the  Act,  or  generally  concerning  all  questions  and  dis- 
putes cognizable  by  a  Court  of  Law  or  by  a  Court  of  Equity  which 

(1)  Sect.  28,  supra,  p.  421. 
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might  arise  between  miners  in  relation  to  mining  on  Croim  lands.  j.  c. 
But  it  did  not  expressly  refer  to  the  peculiar  jarisdiction  to  wind  1374 
tip  registered  companies  which  had  been  given  to  the  Jadges  of       "^ 

Courts  of  Mines  by  the  Act  of  1864.  Colokial 

'  ,  Bahk  op 

Again,  a  material  difference  between  the  Mining  StatviUj  1865,  Australasia 
and  the  repealed  Act  of  1857  consisted  in  this.  The  latter  had,  by  Willax. 
its  Jlst  section  (1),  given  an  appeal  from  the  Courts  of  Mines  to 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  by  its  127th  section  had  provided  that  no 
proceedings  under  that  Act  should  be  removable  to  the  Supreme 
Court  except  as  therein  provided.  The  Mining  StatiUey  1865, 
created  a  Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines,  who  was  to  be  one 
of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and,  by  its  172nd  section  (2), 
gave  an  appeal  to  him  in  lieu  of  the  appeal  given  by  the  repealed 
statute  to  the  Supreme  Court;  providing,  by  its  244th  section, 
that  *'  no  proceedings  under  that  Act  should  be  removed  or  remov- 
able into  the  Supreme  Court,  save  and  except  aa  thereinbefore 
provided  (3)." 

In  the  month  of  September  1866,  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Austral' 
am  commenoed  an  action  against  the  company  to  recover  the 
sum  of  £2163  Zs.  4d,  as  due  to  the  bank  by  the  company  on  the 
overdrawn  account.  A  defence  was  entered  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
pany to  the  action,  and  issue  was  joined  therein  and  notice  of  trial 
given,  but  the  bank  obtained  orders  to  postpone  the  trial  for  three 
saccessive  sittings,  and  it  did  not  proceed  further  in  the  action, 
but  abandoned  it ;  nor  did  it  take  any  further  or  other  proceed- 
ings in  respect  of  the  claim  against  the  company  until  the  year 
1871. 

On  the  11th  of  August,  1871,  the  Appellants  served  on  the 
company  a  demand  in  writing  requiring  the  company  to  pay  the 
8nm  of  £3228  lis.  8c2.  (being  the  amount  advanced  by  the  bank  to 
satiBfy  the  overdraft  above  referred  to,  with  interest) ;  and  on  the 

(1)  Supra^  p.  419.  or  with  the  order  of  a  Judge  thereof, 

(2)  *'  Asy  party  to  any  suit  in  any  not  being  an  order  of  commitment 
Court  of  Mines,  or  to  any  proceedings  made  by  such  Judge,  may  appeal  from 
before  the  Judge  of  any  such  Court  the  same  to  the  Chief  Judge." 
(except  where  the  contrary  is  herein  (3)  This  was  a  mistake,  as  the  Act 
profided),  who  shall  be  dissatisfied  with  contains  no  provision  on  the  subject, 
any  decree  or  order  of  the  said  Court, 


424  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  C.  16th  of  Noyember,  1871,  the  bank  serred  on  the  company,  at  its 
1874  registered  ofSoe  in  MdhaumBy  a  notice  leqniring  the  company  to 
Ths       appear  at  the  Conrt  House  at  Wood's  Point  on  the  18th  of  the 

^^^^    same  month,  to  answer  a  petition  therein  stated  to  hare  been 
AusnuLAsiA  already  presented  (but  which  in  fitct  had  not  been  presented),  and 

WnxAK.     to  shew  caose  why  a  winding-np  order  should  not  be  made  by  the 
Jndge  of  the  Conrt  of  Mines  of  the  district. 

On  the  18th  of  November  the  bank  presented  a  petition  (verified 
by  affidavit)  to  the  Jndge  of  the  C!onrt  of  Mines,  setting  forth 
that  the  mining  company  was  indebted  to  the  bank  in  the  som  of 
£3223  lis.  8d.  for  moneys  lent  by  the  bank  to  the  company;  that 
the  bank  had  served  on  the  company  a  written  demand  requiring 
the  company  immediately  to  pay  the  said  snm ;  that  the  company 
had,  for  the  space  of  three  weeks  succeeding  the  service  of  such 
demand,  neglected  to  pay  such  sum,  or  to  secure  or  compound  for 
the  same ;  and  that  the  whole  of  such  sum  was  still  due  and  owing 
by  the  company  to  the  bank ;  and  praying  that  the  company  migbt 
be  wound  up  under  the  provisions  of  the  Mining  Companies  Limited 
LicibaHy  Ad,  1864. 

On  the  same  day  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  made  an 
order  that  the  company  should  be  wound  up  forthwith.  The  order 
was  in  the  following  terms: — ''Whereas  on  the  11th  of  Augnst, 
1871,  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia^  a  creditor  of  the  said 
company,  served  on  the  said  company  a  demand,  under  their  seal, 
requiring  the  said  company  to  pay  the  sum  of  £3223  lis.  8i., 
then  due  to  the  said  bank,  and  the  said  company  has,  for  the  space 
of  three  weeks  succeeding  the  service  of  such  demand,  neglected 
to  pay  such  sum,  or  to  secure  or  compound  for  the  same  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  said  bank :  And  whereas,  on  the  18th  day  of 
November  instant,  the  said  Colonial  Bank  of  Attstralasia  did 
present  to  me,  the  undersigned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  of 
the  district  in  which  the  said  company  was  registered,  to  wit,  in 
the  district  of  Beeehv)orth  aforesaid,  their  petition  setting  forth 
the  facts  hereinbefore  recited,  and  praying  that  the  said  company 
might  be  wound  up;  and  at  the  time  of  presenting  the  said 
petition,  an  affidavit  of  WtBiam  Oreefilaw,  the  acting  general 
manager  of  the  said  bank,  verifying  the  same,  was  filed  in  the 
last-mentioned  Court:  And  whereas  the  said  company  has  been 
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daly  senred  with  a  notice  in  this  behalfy  which  required  them  to       J.  G. 
appear  here  before  me  this  day  to  answer  the  said  petition^  and  to       1874 
fihew  canse  why  I  shonld  not  make  an  order  directing  the  said        thx 
company,  by  a  day  to  be  named  in  such  order,  to  pay  or  secure     bJJ^'qf 
payment  to  the  said  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia  of  the  said  sum,  Auotbalasia 
together  with  such  costs  as  I  might  direct^  or  why  I  should  not     Willak. 
make  an  order  for  winding  up  the  said  company  forthwith,  or  such 
other  order  as  to  me  should  appear  to  be  just :  And  whereas  the 
said  company  has  not  appeared  before  me  this  day,  or  she>vn  any 
snfficient  cause  as  required  by  the  said  notice :  Now,  therefore, 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  petition,  and  upon  reading  the  said 
affidavit,  and  upon  proof  as  well  as  of  the  facts  and  matters  afora* 
said,  as  that  the  said  sum  is  now  doe  from  the  said  company  to  the 
said  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia^  and  upon  hearing  Mr.  Fitilaysonf 
of  Counsel  for  the  said  Colonial  Batik  of  Australasia,  I  do  order 
that  the  said  company  shall  be  wound  up  forthwith." 

On  the  16th  of  February,  1872,  the  agent  in  Mdboume  for  the 
Appellant,  John  Turner  (who  was  the  official  agent  for  the  district, 
imder  the  27th  section  of  the  Mining  Companies  Limited  Liabilities 
Act,  1864  (1),  and  as  such  was  charged  with  the  conduct  of  the  wind- 
ing-up) shewed  to  WUliam.  Scott,  the  manager  of  the  mining  com- 
pany, at  the  company's  office,  the  original  winding-up  order.  Sub- 
sequently the  Appellant,  John  Turner,  as  such  official  agent,  called, 
by  advertisement,  a  meeting  in  the  estate  of  the  company  for  the 
proof  of  debts,  to  be  held  at  the  Court  of  Mines,  Beeehworth,  on 
the  6th  of  May,  1872.  At  this  meeting  the  bank  proved  a  debt 
against  the  company  to  the  amount  of  £3223  lis.  Sd.,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  Mr.  Haekelt,  the  Judge  of  the  said  Court  of  Mines, 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  33rd  section  of  the  Mining 
Companies  Limited  Liability  Act.    This  proof  was  not  opposed. 

On  the  26th  of  August,  1872,  the  Bespondent  made  an  appli- 
cation to  the  same  Court  to  set  aside  the  order  obtained  on  the 
18th  of  November,  1871. 

Mr.  Bounnan,  the  deputy  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines,  who 
heard  the  application,  stated  in  his  judgment  that  it  had  been 
admitted  by  Counsel  on  both  sides  that  the  main  point  left  for 
him  to  decide  was  whether  the  winding-up  order  of  the  18th  of 

(1)  iSMpm,p.  420. 
Vol.  V,  3  2  F 
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J.  c.       NoTember,  1871 » was  or  was  not  made  upon  an  ex  parte  application ; 

1874       that  presuming,  as  he  thought  fair,  that  the  notice  was  given  early 

^i^       in  the  morning  of  the  16th  of  November,  the  company  had  two 

a>M)ifiAL     jayg  during  which  they  might  have  acted ;  that  there  was  tele- 

Australasia  graphic   communication  between  Meibaume  and  WooHb  Point, 

WiLLAK.     aiid  that,  so  far  from  the  affidavit  of  the  manager  of  the  company 

setting  out  that  he  used  due  diligence  and  made  reasonable  efforts 

to  comply  with  the  notice  served,  it  distinctly  set  forth  that  he 

did  nothing.     The  Deputy  Judge  therefore,  held  that  he  was 

bound  to  assume  that  tiie  Judge  who  made  the  winding-up 

order  exercised  a  wise  discretion  and  due  caution  in  satisfying  his 

mind  that  notice  of  the  application  had  been  duly  served,  and 

he  decided  that  the  order  was  not  made  upon  an  ex  parte  appli* 

cation,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  set  aside. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  1872,  the  Supreme  Court,  upon  the 
application  of  the  Bespondent,  ordered  that  a  writ  of  certiorari 
should  issue  directed  to  the  said  Deputy-Judge,  commanding  him 
to  send  imder  his  seal  the  record  of  the  order  of  the  18th  day  of 
November,  1871,  which  was  done  accordingly. 

On  the  22nd  day  of  November,  1872,  a  rule  nisi  was  obtained 
by  the  Bespondent,  calling  upon  the  Deputy  Judge  and  the 
Appellants  to  shew  cause  why  the  order  of  the  18th  of  November, 
1871,  should  not  be  quashed,  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  said  order,  as  at  the  time  it  was  made 
the  company  was  not  indebted  to  the  bank  in  any  sum;  and, 
secondly,  that  it  was  obtained  by  a  fraud  on  the  Judge. 

The  affidavits  on  which  the  writ  was  issued  were  made  by  the 
Bespondent,  by  Philip  Weis,  and  by  certain  shareholders  in  the 
company. 

The  case  made  by  the  Bespondents  was  to  the  following  effect : — 
No  rules  of  the  company  were  made  before  the  incorporation 
thereof,  or  until  April,  1867,  and  no  directors  were  elected  or 
appointed  at  any  meeting  of  shareholders  duly  convened  until  the 
26th  of  April,  1867,  when,  at  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the 
shareholders  duly  convened,  directors  were  for  the  first  time  duly 
elected  and  appointed,  and  at  the  same  meeting  rules  were  for  the 
first  time  made. 
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That  Frederick  B.  Ludlaw  ^^bs  the  first  manager  of  the  said  com-       J.  C. 
panyi  that  Philip  Weis  was  the  second  manager :  that  on  or  about       I87i 
the  7th  of  March,  1866|  WeiSy  before  he  claimed  to  have  been       thi 
appointed  manager,  and  before  iMdUno  had  formally  resigned  or    ^^^^ 
been  remoyed,  was  requested  by  one  WitUam  Eoffarth,  a  share-  Aubtbalabu 
holder  in  the  company,  and  the  alleged  chairman  of  a  meeting  of     Willan. 
persons  (who  called  themselves  directors,  bat  had  never  been  in 
fact  elected  or  appointed)  to  act  as  temporary  manager ;  and  Weia 
at  the  request  of  the  said  WiUiam  JBoga/rth  and  another,  cansed  to 
be  inserted  in  the  Argw  newspaper,  published  in  Melbowme^  the 
above  advertisement,  dated  the  12th  of  Mardiy  1866,  but  it  did 
not  appear  that  it  had  been  published  as  required  by  the  Act,  and^ 
in  fact^  the  notice  was  not  duly  or  regularly  given  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Act. 

That  a  search  had  been  made  in  the  minute  book  of  the  com- 
pany, from  the  date  of  its  incorporation  up  to  the  month  of  Sep- 
tember, 1866,  and  the  minute  book  during  the  said  period  did 
not  contain  any  resolution  of  any  extraordinary  or  other  meeting 
of  the  shareholders  of  the  company  authorizing  any  borrowing  of 
money,  or  any  resolution  referring  to  the  bank,  except  the  second 
resolution  of  the  7th  of  May,  1866 ;  that  at  no  meeting  called  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  was  any  authority  or 
sanction  given  by  the  shareholders  of  the  company  to  borrow  any 
money  from  the  bank  or  at  all ;  and  that  it  did  not  appear  from 
the  evidence  that  any  advertisement  or  notice  ever  appeared  in 
any  newspaper  whatsoever  giving  notice  of  any  extraordinary  or 
any  other  meeting  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company  which 
specified  in  such  advertisement  or  notice  that  the  nature  of  the 
business  for  which  the  meeting  was  called  was  to  authorize  or 
sanction  the  borrowing  of  money  either  from  the  bank,  or  else- 
where, or  at  all,  as  required  by  the  Act  (1). 

That  in  June,  1868,  the  mine  and  business  of  the  OMen  Oaie 
Qold  Mining  Company  were  sold  to  another  company,  called  the 
A  1  Qold  Mining  Company^  Begistered,  in  consideration  of  certain 
shares  allotted  by  the  A  1  Mining  Compa/ny  to  the  shareholders  of 
the  Oclden  Oats  Ocld  Mining  Company^  and  since  the  latter  part 
of  the  said  year  1868  there  had  been  no  business  for  the  latter 

(1)  Mining  Companies  Limited  LiahHities  Act,  1864,  s.  16. 
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J.  0.       company  to  transact^  and  it  had  not,  in  fact^  carried  on  any  bosi- 

1874        ness ;  and,  as  from  the  month  of  October,  1868,  the  then  manager 

Xhb        o^  ^^^  latter  company  ceased  to  draw  any  salary  from,  or  to  be  in 

^?K  OT*    ^^y  manner  employed  by,  the  company,  and  the  company's  opera- 

AU8TBALA8IA  tions  having  ceased,  no  other  manager  had,  since  the  said  date, 

WiLLAN      been  employed  by  the  company :  and  that  the  name  of  the  company 

then  or  soon  after  was  taken  down  from  No.  37,  Market  Strtd^ 

which  had  been  the  office  of  the  company. 

That  it  was  not  the  fact,  as  recited  or  stated  in  the  notice 
served  on  the  16th  of  November,  1871,  that  at  the  date  of  the 
said  notice  the  petition  therein  mentioned  had  been  presented  by 
the  bank ;  and  that  the  petition  was  not  presented  until  the  18th 
of  November,  1871,  being  the  day  when  the  winding-np  order  was 
made. 

That  the  Court  House  at  WbocTs  Point,  in  the  mining  district 
of  Beeehworlhy  at  which,  as  stated  in  the  said  notice,  the  said 
company  was  required  to  appear  on  the  18th  of  November,  the 
notice  having  been  served  on  the  16th  of  November,  was  distant 
from  Mdboume  120  miles  or  thereabouts,  and  in  the  month  of 
November,  1871,  the  time  occupied  in  travelling  from  Melboume 
to  WoocTa  Point  aforesaid  by  coach,  the  ordinary  and  quickest 
mode  of  conveyance,  was  twenty-four  hours. 

That  the  shareholders  had  received  no  notice  of  the  winding-up 
order  and  the  proceedings  under  it  until  July,  1872 ;  and  that  if 
they  had  received  notice  earlier,  they  would  have  endeavoured  to 
cause  appearance  to  be  made  and  a  defence  to  be  undertaken  on 
behalf  of  the  company. 

The  B^spondent,  on  the  22nd  of  November,  1872,  on  behalf  of 
himself  and  the  said  majority  of  the  said  solvent  shareholders, 
caused  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  ssdd  winding-up  order  to  be  mored 
for  before  the  said  Supreme  Court;  and  on  the  said  22nd  of 
November,  1872,  it  was  ordered  by  the  said  Supreme  Court  that 
the  Deputy  Judge,  the  bank,  and  the  Appellant,  John  Turner,  the 
official  agent,  should  shew  cause  why  the  order  made  by  C.  P* 
Eaekett,  Esq.  (then  Judge  of  the  said  Court  of  Mines  of  the  mining 
district  of  Beechworth),  on  the  18th  of  November,  1871,  wherein 
it  was  [ordered  that  the  said  company  should  be  wound  up,  shonid 
not  be  quashed  on  the  following  grounds : — 
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1.  That  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  said  order  of  the  J.  C. 
I8th  of  Noyember,  1871,  as  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  1874 
demand  and  of  making  the  said  order  the  said  Oclden  Oaie  Gold  ^j^ 
Mining  Company,  Begisteredy  was  not  indebted  to  the  said  Colonial  ^]^^^ 
Bank  of  Australasia  in  any  sum.  Austbalaaia 

2.  That  the  sum  of  £8223  lis.  8(2.,  mentioned  in  the  said  order,  Willav. 
was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  at  the  time  of  the  making  ' 
thereof,  due  to  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia  by  the  said  Oolden 

Gate  Gvld  Mining  Company^  Begistered,  and  that  the  said  order 
was  obtained  by  undue  and  improper  means,  calculated  to  deceive 
the  said  Judge  of  the  said  Court  of  Mines  who  made  the  same, 
and  to  prevent  the  said  company  shewing  reasons  to  the  said  Judge 
for  refusing  to  make  the  said  order,  and  that  so  the  said  order  was 
obtained  by  a  fraud  on  the  said  Judge ;  and  on  the  further  grounds 
disclosed  in  the  above  affidavits. 

The  affidavits  used  by  the  Appellants  in  shewing  cause  against 
the  rule  nisi  stated  that  many  of  the  shareholders  of  the  company 
had  offered  to  pay  their  proportion  of  the  debt  if  the  bank  would 
give  them  a  release ;  that  WiUiam  Scott,  the  manager  of  the 
company,  had  often  promised  to  try  to  get  the  debt  settled.  That 
the  Eespondent  signed  as  chairman  a  minute  of  a  meeting  of  the 
board  of  management  of  the  company,  dated  the  2Ist  of  June, 
1867,  at  which  it  was  resolved,  in  answer  to  a  letter  from  the 
bank  demanding  payment  of  the  debt,  ^  that  no  steps  be  taken 
to  arrange  matters  with  the  Colonial  Bank  until  the  amalgama- 
tion is  finally  completed."  That  on  the  Ist  of  August,  1871,  the 
manager  was  informed  that  the  bank  intended  to  wind  up  the 
company  unless  the  debt  was  paid,  and  the  attorney  who  acted 
for  the  bank  in  the  matter  of  winding-up  used  no  undue  or  im- 
proper means  in  obtaining  it. 

The  Supreme  Court,  on  the  10th  of  December,  1872,  gave 
judgment,  making  the  rule  absolute,  and  ordering  the  Appellants 
to  pay  to  the  Bespondent  the  costs  of  and  occasioned  by  the  writ 
of  certiorari  and  of  the  rule  nisi.  In  the  statement  of  the  reasons 
given  for  the  judgment  the  following  passage  occurs : — 

'^  The  real  ground  on  which  this  application  is  opposed  is  that  it 
is  not  competent  for  the  applicants  to  go  behind  the  winding-up 
order.    It  is  said  they  are  bound  by  the  order.    In  one  sense  that 
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J.  0.        is  no  doubt  trae :  the  facts  which  the  Judge  has  found  must  be 

1874        taken  as  true,  but  to  maintain  that  it  is  not  competent  for  a 

"^^        person  to  impugn  the  order  by  shewing  that  the  Judge  had  no 

^LOKiAL    jnrisdiction  is  a  proposition  that  cannot  be  sustained.    This  Court 

AuRHALAfliA  has  held  directly  the  contrary,  and  its  decision  has  not  been  ones- 

am 

•WiLLAN.  tioned.  We  haye  held  that  it  is  competent  to  go  behind  a  con- 
viction,  or  order,  or  adjudication,  or  whateyer  it  may  be,  and  to 
shew  by  affidayit  that  the  proceedings  are  irregular,  and  that  the 
Judge  has  no  jurisdiction.  Indeed,  this  objection  was  not  Torr 
strongly  pressed,  although  it  constitutes  the  sole  objection  to  the 
application.  One  reason  giyen  to  quash  the  order  is  the  short 
notice  giyen.  The  company  was  seryed  in  Mdbaurne  on  Thursday 
with  notice  to  appear  on  Saturday  at  WoocCs  Point,  a  place  120  miles 
distant,  and  which  requires  twenty-four  hours  to  reach  by  coach. 
According  to  the  affidayits,  it  was  within  the  bounds  of  possibili^r 
that  a  person  might  haye  reached  Wood^s  Point  on  the  Saturday, 
and  we,  therefore,  think  that  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  reyiew  the 
consideration  which  the  Judge  must  be  supposed  to  haye  bestowed 
on  this  part  of  the  casa  It  certainly  is  singular,  if  he  considered 
the  case  at  all,  that  he  should  haye  allowed  such  extremely  short 
notice  to  be  giyen  in  such  a  matter.  Howeyer,  we  cannot  discosB 
here  the  propriety  of  his  conduct.  The  shortness  of  the  notice, 
howeyer,  cannot  be  oyerlooked  when  we  consider  the  other  gronnd 
of  the  application,  namely,  that  the  Judge  was  imposed  upon  by 
the  petitioning  creditors.  Those  creditors  had  facts  in  their  pos- 
session which  they  were  bound  to  disclose  to  the  Judge,  but  which 
they  did  not ;  they  concealed  facts  from  the  Judge,  which,  if  he 
had  known,  might  haye  induced  him  not  to  make  the  order.  These 
facts  are,  that  there  was  really  no  debt  due,  the  directors  had  no 
power  to  incur  the  oyerdraft,  there  were  in  fact  no  directors.  An 
extraordinary  meeting  of  shareholders  would  haye  had  power  to 
incur  the  debt  But  the  meeting  was  not  called  to  sanction  the 
debt,  nor  is  there  anything  to  shew  it  was  attended  by  the  majority 
in  number  and  yalue  of  the  shareholders.  The  bank  commenced 
an  action  against  the  company  for  the  sum  claimed,  but  that  action 
was  postponed  from  time  to  time,  and  no  satisfactory  explanation 
has  been  giyen  of  the  postponement.  One  affidayit  states  that 
the  action  was  postponed  in  hopes  of  haying  the  matter  arranged. 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  431 

That  might  have  been  a  very  good  reason  for  postponement,  bnt  it  J.  o. 

seems  a  singular  reason  for  stopping  the  action  and  taking  pro-  1874 

ceedings  to  wind  up  the  company  at  sach  short  notice.    We  think  thx 

that  there  is  no  petitioning  creditor's  debt  proved,  and  that  there  b^Swot* 

is  therefore  no  foundation  for  the  winding-up  order.  Australasia 

''For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  rule  nisi  to  quash  Willan. 

the  winding-up  order  should  be  made  absolute.**  ""^ 

From  this  judgment  the  appeal  was  brought  to  Her  Majesty  in 
Council. 
The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard* 

Mr.  Be  Oex,  Q.G.  (with  him  Mr.  /.  Dennistaun  Wood),  for  the 
Appellants : — 

The  Supreme  Court  had  no  right  to  interfere  by  way  of  certiorari. 
The  colonial  statutes  give  an  appeal  from  the  lower  Mining  Courts 
to  the  Chief  Judge,  and  from  him  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  and 
the  Bespondents  ought  to  have  appealed  if  they  were  dissatisfied. 
The  Appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  mining  cases 
was  transferred  to  the  Chief  Judge.  The  Supreme  Court  has  a 
general  power  to  issue  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  proceed- 
ings of  any  inferior  Court  in  the  colony;  but  not  those  of  the 
Courts  of  Mines.  The  Courts  of  Mines  are  not  inferior  Courts,  and, 
independently  of  this,  the  power  to  issue  a  certiorari  to  them 
has  been  taken  away  by  statute  (1  )• 

The  analogy  of  the  old  practice  in  bankruptcy,  by  which  an 
adjudication  could  be  set  aside,  does  not  apply,  because  the  com- 
mission was  issued  behind  the  back  of  the  bankrupt,  and  of  course 
it  was  necessary  that  he  should  have  some  opportunity  of  disput- 
ing its  validity.  Successive  enactments  have  provided  that  he 
shall  have  notice,  and  the  adjudication  may  now  be  said  to  be 
almost  conclusive.  But  the  bankruptcy  law  was  never  applied  to 
winding-up  orders.  When  under  the  Act  of  1856,  power  was  given 
to  various  tribunals  to  make  winding-up  orders,  there  was  much 
litigation  as  to  what  was  the  proper  Court,  but  no  one  went  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  quash  a  winding-up  order. 

The  Supreme  Court  has  no  power  to  deal  with  a  company  not 

(1)  The  Mining  Statute,  1865,  aujn-a^  p.  423. 
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J.  C.        registered  under  the  OeneraJ  Begistraiion  Ad  of  1864.    Mining 
1874        companies  are  not  so  registered.    They  are  registered  in  a  Court 
^^^        of  Mining,  and  the  registration  itself  incorporates  them  (1). 
^MLONiAL        f^Y^Q  grounds  assigned  for  quashing  the  winding-up  order  are  want 
AuBTRALABiA  of  jurisdictiou ;  and  fraudulent,  or,  at  least,  improper  concealment 
WnxAN.     of  material  facts  from  the  Court  which  passed  the  order.    It  is 
said  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  because 
there  was  in  reality  no  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  as  the  meeting 
at  which  it  was  resolved  to  transfer  the  bank  account  was  not  duly 
convened  for  the  purpose  of  borrowing ;  and  it  is  further  said  that 
if  there  was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  of  Mines  an  appeal  would 
not  lie,  and  the  remedy  was  by  way  of  certiorari.    But  the  Appel- 
lants were  not  bound  to  inquire  whether  the  meeting  was  legally 
convened  or  not,  and  there  are  cases  to  shew  that  drawing  cheques 
for  the  current  expenses  of  the  bank  is  not  borrowing  so  as  to 
require  the  special  authority  prescribed  by  the  Act.     The  Judge 
had  authority  to  try  the  fact  of  debt  or  no  debt,  and  his  finding 
gave  jurisdiction  to  the  Court,  even  if  it  was  an  erroneous  finding. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Lower  Court  had  power  to  enter 
upon  the  inquiry,  not  whether  it  arrived  at  a  correct  conclusion. 
The  Supreme  Court  was  not  to  judge  of  the  suflSciency  of  the 
evidence  in  favour  of  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt :  Brittain 
V.  Einnaird  (2) ;  Beg.  v.  Bolton  (3)  (where  the  cases  are  col- 
lected) ;  Ex  parte  Sopwood  (4).  Though  still  requiring  full  proof 
at  a  later  stage,  the  debt  is  conclusively  proved  for  the  purpose  of 
finding  the  order  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  statute 
enables  the  Court  to  make  a  winding-up  order,  and  the  Court  has 
done  so,  and  has,  therefore,  acted  within  its  jurisdiction. 

The  8u£Sciency  of  notice  was  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court 
to  be  a  matter  within  the  competency  of  the  Judge  of  the  Mining 
Court.  The  facts  alleged  in  the  petition  for  winding-up  are  per- 
fectly true. 

[]\rr.  De  Oex  was  here  stopped  by  their  Lordships,  who  called 
upon  the  Counsel  for  the  Respondents  to  support  the  order  of  the 
Supreme  Court.] 

(1)  Afifiing  Companies  Limited  Lia-  (2)  1  B.  A;  B.  432. 

hiUtiee  Act,  1864,  s.  12.  (3)  1  Q.  B.  66. 

(4)  15  Q.  B.  121. 
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Mr.  Benjamiuy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everitt,  for  the  Bespondents : —  j.  c. 

Unless  there  was  in  point  of  fact  a  debt»  the  winding-up  order       l^ 
was  made  without  jurisdiction.    The  statute  lays  down  distinctly        Thb 
what  authority  must  be  given  for  contracting  debt»  and  its  pro-     Bamk  of 
visions  were  recently  acted  on  in  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Cherry     ^'*^^^^i*AfflA 
V.  Colonial  Bank  of  A'adralasia  (1).    The  Court  of  Chancery  does     Willan. 
not  allow  a  winding-up  order  where  there  is  a  disputed  debt: 
LincBey  on  Partnership  [3rd  Ed.],  p.  1280.    Here  the  debt  had  not 
been  duly  sanctioned  by  a  meeting  of  shareholders,  so  far  as  we 
have  been  able  to  ascertain,  indeed,  there  is  some  evidence  that  no 
such  sanction  was  given.    The  Supreme  Court  finds  that  there  was 
no  debt. 

No  Court  of  inferior  jurisdiction  can  establish  its  jurisdiction  by 
proceeding  on  an  assumed  fact  which  is  not  a  fact :  Bunhwry  v. 
Fiaier{2);  Beg.  v.  Gillyard(3).  The  fullest  Chancery  jurisdic- 
tion  is  vested  in  the  Supreme  Court.  Certiorari  is  never  taken 
away  except  by  express  words :  Seott  v.  Bye  (4).  There  are  many 
cases  of  certiorari  issuing  out  of  Chancery  (5). 

A  right  of  appeal  can  only  be  given  by  express  words.  Taking 
the  different  enactments  together,  there  was  no  appeal  open  to  the 
Bespondents,  and  therefore,  it  was  a  case  to  be  set  right  by  the 
Supreme  Court  on  certiorari,  for  when  the  Legislature  creates  a 
Court  without  appeal,  it  is  presumed  that  certiorari  lies  to  restrain 
excess  of  jurisdiction. 

The  Supreme  Court  is  a  Court  having,  both  at  Law  and  in  Equity, 
full  inherent  jurisdiction  (unless  taken  away  by  the  Legblature) 
to  grant  a  certiorari  to  review  the  proceedings  of  the  inferior 
Courts,  whether  of  Law  or  Equity,  to  prevent  the  assumption  of 
jurisdiction  which  they  are  not  entitled  to  exercise,  and  to  control 
them  in  its  exercise  in  certain  cases.  The  notice  to  appear  called 
on  the  Bespondents  to  answer  a  petition  therein  stated  to  have 
been  filed  on  the  16th  of  August,  but  the  petition  on  which  the 
order  was  made  was  not  filed  until  the  18th.  The  proceedings 
must  therefore  be  taken  to  have  been  without  notice.  The  bank 
contrived  that  it  should  be  really  a  proceeding  exfarle^  but  should 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  P.  C.  24.  (4)  2  Bing.  344,  referring  to  judg- 

(2)  9  Ex.  111.  ment  of  Holt,  C.J.;  1  Salk.  263. 

(3)  12  Q.  B.  527 ;  2  Sm.  L.  C.  698,  (5)  Edv!ard9  v.  Botoen,  2  S.  &  S. 
6tli  Ed.  514. 
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J.  C.       not  appear  to  be  so,  and  thus  the  Judge  be  prevented  from  review- 
1874        ing  it.    If  the  company  had  appeared  before  the  Court  of  Mines 
Tbb        aiiid  disputed  the  debt — ^the  Court  of  Mines  then,  for  the  purpose  of 
^l!^^i     ascertaining  its  right  to  wind  up,  assuming  jurisdiction  to  detei- 
AusTBALAfliA  Tujue,  Bud  actually  determining,  that  there  was  a  debt  and  then 
WiLLAv.     ordering  a  winding-up — ^we  admit  that  in  that  case  thare  would 
have  been  jurisdiction  to  wind  up.    But  where  the  Judge  assumes 
that  the  debt  is  due  without  ailment  from  the  other  side, 
whether  the  ptoceeding  be  by  default  after  notice,  or  ex  parte 
without  notice,  the  Judge  has  not  decided  the  preliminary  ques- 
tion.    He  has  taken  jurisdiction  assuming  the  preliminary  question 
to  be  conceded  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  controversy;  and 
therefore  certiorari  lies. 

This  was  not  like  a  case  in  the  County  Court ;  there  the  decision 
is  whether  there  is  a  debt.  Here  the  decision  was  on  the  question 
whether  there  was  to  be  a  winding-up  order.  Beg.  y.  B6U(m{l) 
was  a  criminal  case,  and  of  course  not  ex  parte :  and  it  does  not 
apply  to  civil  cases,  which  may  be  ex  parte.  The  doctrine  there  laid 
down  is  qualified  by  that  of  Thomson  v.  Ingham  (2),  a  civil  case: 
Beg.  V.  Paving  Commimonere  of  Cheltenham  (3) ;  Beg.  v.  8L 
Olave  (4) ;  Beg.  v.  Arkwrighl  (5).  There  was  no  jurisdiction  to 
wind  up  unless  a  creditor  was  before  the  Court,  and  the  question, 
whether  there  was  a  creditor  there  was  never  argued.  The  Court 
above  could  say,  not  that  the  Court  below  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
enter  into  the  inquiry,  but  that  no  inquiry  having  been  entered 
into,  and  it  being  now  ascertained  that  there  was  no  creditor,  the 
Court  really  was  without  jurisdiction.  PhSipson  v.  EartofEgre- 
mont  (6)  shews  that  the  Superior  Court  has  power  to  do  what  the 
inferior  might  do.  Excess  of  jurisdiction  may  be  shewn  to  the 
Court  above  upon  affidavit.  We  are  not  precluded  from  shewing 
this,  because  on  the  face  of  it,  the  order  purports  to  be  within  the 
jurisdiction :  Creppe  v.  Durden,  in  Smithes  Leading  Cases,  where 
the  cases  are  collected  in  the  note  (7);  Be  Penny  and  SotUh 
Eastern  BaUway  Company  (8). 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  Oa  (5)  12  Q.  B.  960. 

(2)  14  Q.  B.  710.  (6)  6  Q.  B.  587. 

(3)  1  Q.  B.  467.  (7)  1  8m.  L.  C.  666  (6tli  Ed.) 

(4)  8  E.  A;  B.  529.  (8)  7  E.  &  B  660. 
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There  were  many  circumstances  which  the  Appellants  ought  to       J.  C. 
have  disclosed  to  the  Mining  Courts  but  which  they  kept  out  of       1874 


view.  Thb 

The  debt  was  not  really  due  by  the  company  or  by  the  share-     b!Sik'op 
holders,  but  by  those  who  incurred  it  without  authority :  Cherry  v.  Australasia 
Colomal  Bank  of  AushraJa8ia(l),    In  the  present  case,  the  bank,     Willan. 
after  having  substantially  abandoned  its  legal  proceedings  from 
the  consciousness  that  it  was  impossible  for  it  to  get  a  judgment, 
surprised  the  Court  into  making  an  order.    The  manager  had  for 
three  years  ceased  to  be  such ;  the  company  had  become  amal- 
gamated with  another,  and  had  notoriously  given  up  its  original 
business:   Smiih  v.  Bank  of  Victoria  (2).      The  action,  being 
defended,  was  not  pressed,  because  the  Plaintiffs  knew  that  the 
debt  had  not  been  legally  contracted,  and  they  therefore  hoped 
to   get    contributions  pro    ratd   from^  individual   shareholders, 
many  of  whom  were  probably  directors,  and  liable  under  (Jherrxfs 
Case. 

The  service  of  the  notice  was  not  properly  made  at  the  place 
where  the  company  had  ceased  to  carry  on  business :  In  re  Manr 
Chester  Asewrance  Asaoeiation  (3). 

As  soon  as  the  shareholders  heard  of  the  proceedings  they 
applied  to  the  Judge  of  the  Mining  Court,  but  he  refused  to  act 
because  the  order  was  not  made  ex  parte.  The  resolution  of  the 
10th  of  June,  1867,  not  to  arrange  this  debt  until  after  the  con- 
templated amalgamation,  was  the  resolution  of  the  directors,  not 
of  the  shareholders.  The  bank  ought  to  have  disclosed  that  the 
debt  was  not  duly  contracted;  and  the  circumstances  amounting  to 
fraud,  the  Supreme  Court  was  entitled  to  vacate  the  order.  If 
individual  shareholders  had  been  sued,  they  might  in  each  action 
have  pleaded  that  the  judgment  had  been  obtained  by  fraud  upon 
the  Court,  and  by  the  collusion  of  the  manager,  who,  by  not  giving 
notice  to  the  shareholders,  suffered  the  judgment  to  be  obtained : 
and  if  they  might  plead  this  separately,  why  should  not  the  Court 
be  applied  to  by  motion  to  dispose  of  the  whole  subject  at 
once?  Philip8onY.EarlofEffremorU(i);  Bosanqueiy.  Graham (b). 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  24.  (3)  Law  Bep.  9  Eq.  648. 

(2)  41  L.  J.  (P.C.)  84.  (4)  6  Q.  B.  587. 

(5)  6  0.3.601,11. 
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J.  0.  Even  if  that  argument  bears  rather  upon  the  powers  of  the  Court 

1874  of  Mines  on  appeal,  or  on  re  vie  w,  to  vacate  its  o^vn  order  im- 

"^  properly  obtained,  either  by  stating  falsehood  or  suppressing  the 

Colonial  truth,  still  the  Superior  Court  has  power  to  do  whatever  the 

Bank  of  . 

AusTBALAgiA  iuforior  Court  would  do,  if  the  inferior  Court  has  been  imposed 
WiiJLAN.     ^poii  •  -Elfltr/  ofBandon  v.  Becker  (1) ;  Tommey's  Case  (2);  Sheddon 
V.  Patrick  (3). 

Mr.  De  Oex,  Q.C,,  in  reply : — 

This  was  not  an  appropriate  mode  of  questioning  such  a 
transaction  for  fraud.  The  decision  of  Mr.  Btyunnan,  refusing  the 
review,  might  have  been  appealed  from  to  the  Chief  Judge  of 
the  Mining  Court,  and  from  him  to  the  Privy  Council.  It  is 
clear  upon  the  enactments  that  an  appeal  lies,  even  if  the  terms 
are  not  perfectly  express.  In  this  country  there  was  no  appeal 
from  the  decisions  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Court  up  to  1861, 
when  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court  was  transferred  to  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy.  An  appeal  had  lain  in  bankrupt  cases  from  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  to  the  Court  of  Chancery ;  and  a  question 
arose  whether  after  the  transfer  such  an  appeal  lay  in  insolvent 
cases,  there  being  no  express  provision  to  that  effect  in  the  Act  of 
transfer.  Lord  Crcmworth  decided  in  the  affirmative  in  Ex  parte 
Perkins  (4),  because  the  jurisdiction  to  wind  up  was  given  to  a 
Court  from  which,  in  its  own  practice,  an  appeal  lay :  in  the 
matter  of  the  Cardiff  and  Caerphilly  Iron  Company^  QledMU 
Case  (5)  ;  West  Earn  Distillery  Company,  Whittefs  Case  (6).  In 
this  country  the  local  Courts  of  bankruptcy  had  authority  to  make 
winding-up  orders,  but  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  never  inter- 
fered to  question  their  orders  upon  certiorari.  Another  objection 
to  the  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  is  that  others  besides  the  bank 
and  the  company  were  interested  in  the  winding-up  order,  bat 
were  not  before  the  Supreme  Court :  TJnderwood^s  Case  (7)  ;  Up- 
jOCs  Case  (8) ;  Bright  v.  Sutton  (9). 

(1)  3  CI.  &  F.  479.  (5)  3  De  G.  F.  &  J.  713. 

(2)  4  H.  L.  C.  313.  (6)  2  De  G.  &  J.  577. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  535.  (7)  5  De  G.  M.  &  G.  677. 

(4)  34  L.  J.  (Bkcy.)  37.  (8)  2  H.  L.  C.  674. 

(9)  3  H.  L.  C.  341. 
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Formerly  the  manner  in  which  jurisdiction  has  been  exercised       J.  c. 
might  be  questioned  upon  certiorari,  though  the  jurisdiction  itself       iS74 
was  undoubted ;  but  now  where  certiorari  has  been  taken  away,  as       "i^ 
it  has  been  in  many  cases  by  statute,  and  as  it  has  been  here,  the    ^^^^^ 
High  Court  can,  on  certiorari,  only  question  the  decision  of  the  AusTBALiLsiA 
Lower  Court  on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  want  of  jurisdiction  ap-     Willan. 
pearing  on  the  face  of  the  record :  Reff.  v.  Bolton  (1) ;  Brittain  y. 
Kinnaird{2);  Mould  v.  Williams  (3).     The  doctrine  of  Beg.  y. 
Bolton  has  not  been  at  all  shaken  by  Hiomson  v.  Ingham  (4),  or 
Beg.  Y.  St.  Olave  (5).     It  has  happened  the  higher  Court  has 
found  that  the  lower  Court  was  without  jurisdiction,  for  various 
reasons ;  in  Beg.  y.  Cheltenham  Paving  Commissioners  (6),  and  Beg. 
y.  Beearder  of  Cambridge  (7),  because  some  of  the  magistrates  were 
personally  interested ;  in  Beg.  y.  Arhoright  (8),  because  notice  had 
not  been  given ;  in  Be  Penny  and  South  Eastern  Bailway  Cotn- 
pany  (9),  because  the  subject  matter  was  not  within  their  juris- 
diction.   In  the  case  of  Creeps  v.  Burden  (10)  the  defect  of  juris- 
diction appeared  on  the  face  of  the  conviction  itself.    The  case  of 
PhUipaon  y.  Earl  of  Egremont  (11)  is  one  where  there  was  a  plea  of 
fraud  and  collusion  within  the  Court  itself  in  obtaining  a  judgment ; 
not  in  another  Court;  and  here  no  plea  of  fraud  or  collusion 
is  put  upon  the  record ;  nor  does  the  Respondent  in  his  affidavit 
charge  collusion  of  his  own  knowledge. 

A  decision  obtained  by  fraud  may  be  Ideated  as  invalid  in  various 
ways :  it  may  be  set  aside  on  re-hearing  or  appeal  by  the  Court 
which  pronounced  it,  or  the  Court  to  which  appeal  lies,  or  it  may 
be  neglected  or  disregarded  by  another  Court  as  a  mere  nullity, 
and  that  other  Court  may  refuse  to  give .  effect  to  it :  Earl  of 
Bandon  r.  Becher  (12) ;  not  make  an  order  to  quash  it.  The  case 
of  Sheddon  v.  Patrick  (13)  is  rather  in  our  favour,  for  the  prior 
judgment  was  held  to  be  binding  though  there  had  been  some 
reserve  on  the  part  of  those  who  obtained  it. 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  66.  (8)  12  Q.  B.  960. 

(2)  1  B.  &  B.  482.  (9)  7  E.  &  B.  660. 

(3)  5  Q.  B.  469.  (10)  1  Smith's  L.  C.  666,  see  Uie 

(4)  14  Q.  B.  710.  note. 

(5)  8  E.  &  B.  529.  (11)  6  Q.  B.  687. 

(6)  1  Q.  B.  464.  (12)  3  CI.  &  F.  479. 

(7)  8  E.  &  B.  637.  (13)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  635. 
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J.  c.  [Sib  Bobebt  P.  C!ollieb  referred  to  the  case  of  WM^  y. 

1874        Nash  (1).] 


CoShal        ^^t'  ^  ^<^t  ^  case  of  certiorari.    It  was  only  that  the  legality  of 
Bank  of     the  order  of  the  justices  mi^ht  be  questioned  in  an  action  of  tres- 

AUSTBALABIA 

V.         pass.     It  is  explained  by  the  case  of  Beff.  y.  Orant  (2).    The 

WW  ^T  T  A  Iff  .^ 

*     winding-up  order  is  not  illegal  under  the  Colonial  statutes,  because 

made  ex  parte ;  the  proposition  that  the  finding  of  a  matter  of  fact 
which  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  would  not  be  conclu- 
sive if  the  party  did  not  appear,  is  contrary  to  Ex  parte  Eoptoood  (3) 
and  Ex  parte  Williams  (4). 

As  for  the  alleged  concealment,  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that 
the  Appellants  knew  anything  about  the  informality  of  the  resolu- 
tion, nor  was  it  necessary  for  them  to  inquire :  TiMrqtMnd  v.  Boyd 
British  Batik  (5) ;  Fountaine  r.  Carmarthen  BaUway  Company  (6) ; 
Agar  v.  Athenseum  Life  Assurance  Society  (7) ;  Prince  of  Wales 
Assurance  Socidy  (8) ;  County  Life  Assurance  Company's  Case  (9). 
It  was  merely  taking  over  an  old  debt,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
shew  that  the  original  debt  was  not  formally  contracted :  Omnia 
rite  acta  prsesumuntvr»  Drawing  cheques  for  the  current  expenses 
of  the  bank  is  not  such  borrowing  as  requires  to  be  formally 
authorized  by  the  shareholders :  Waterlow  v.  Sharp  (10). 

[Sib  M0KTAGI7E  E.  Smith  : — That  is  a  strong  case.] 

It  has  never  been  shewn  that  the  company  had  a  good 
defence  to  the  action  brought  by  the  bank ;  the  minute  of  the 
21st  of  June,  1867,  is  practically  an  admission  of  the  debt.  There 
could  be  no  fault  in  the  Appellant's  not  suing  for  it ;  the  Bespon- 
dent  WiHa/n  himself  there  treats  it  as  something  to  be  settled 
afterwards ;  and  it  is  set  out  as  a  debt  in  the  books  of  the  company. 
The  case  of  the  Cefn  Cilcen  Mining  Company  (11)  is  in  point; 
likewise  In   re   Magdahna   Steam   Navigation    Company  (12). 

(1)  8  East,  394.  (6)  Law  Rep.  5  £q.  316. 

(2)  14  Q.  B.  62.  (7)  3  C.  B.  725. 

(3)  15  Q.  B.  521.  (8)  E.  B.  &  E.  222. 

(4)  2  L.  M.  &  P.  580.  (9)  Uw  Rep.  5  Ch.  App.  288. 

(5)  5  E.  &  B.  248 ;  Ex.  Ch.  6  E.  (10)  Law  Rep.  8  £q.  50L 
&  B.  327.                                                    (11)  Law  Rep.  7  Eq.  88. 

(12)  Job.  690. 
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The  notice  was  certainly  short,  but  there  had  been  a  formal       j.  a 
demand   in  Angnst,  three  months  before.     The  Act  does   not       1874 
require  the  petition  to  be  filed  before  the  summons  issues.    There       ^[^ 
is  no  wrong  recital  in  the  order  to  wind  up,  though  there  was  a  wrong    ^^^^^ 
recital  in  the  notice.    If  the  company  had  required  time  to  answer  AcamuLAsiA 
they  could  no  doubt  have  got  it.  Willan. 


Their  Lordships  reserved  their  judgment,  which  was  now  pro- 
nounced by 

Sir  James  W.  Colvilk  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
colony  of  Victoria  which,  upon  a  return  to  a  writ  of  certiorari, 
quashed  an  order  that  had  been  made  on  the  18th  of  November, 
1871,  by  the  then  Judge  of  the  Oourt  of  Mines  for  the  mining 
district  of  Beeehworth,  for  the  winding-up  of  the  Odden  Oaie  Odd 
Company,  Registered.  The  Appellants  are  the  Chlonial  Batik  of 
AuBtrcdaeia,  the  creditors  on  whose  application  the  winding-up 
order  was  made ;  and  the  ofiicial  agent  for  the  liquidation  of  the 
company  under  that  order.  The  Bespondent  is  one  of  the  share- 
holders of  the  company. 

This  company  was,  in  the  month  of  May,  1865,  incorporated 
under  the  provisions  of  the  local  statute  passed  in  the  preceding 
year  (No.  228  of  the  27th  Vict.),  and  known  as  the  Mining  Com- 
ponies  Limited  LiabiUties  Act,  1864. 

It  must  be  assumed  that  all  the  requirements  of  that  statute 
were  complied  with ;  and,  in  particular,  that  a  manager  was  ap- 
pointed under  the  6th  section ;  that  the  company  was  duly  regis- 
tered in  the  Court  of  Mines  for  the  district  of  BeeeJmorth  under 
the  9th  section ;  and  that  it  had;  at  least  for  some  time,  a  regis- 
tered office,  to  which  all  communications  and  notices  might  be 
addressed  pursuant  to  the  15th  section  of  the  Act.  There  were 
several  changes  in  the  person  of  the  manager,  the  last  reg^'stered 
manager  being  a  Mr.  WiUiam  Scott, 

The  office  first  registered  was  No.  37,  Market  Street,  Melboume, 
and  that  continued  to  stand  on  the  register  as  the  office  of  the 
company  up  to  the  date  of  the  winding-up  order. 

That  order  was  also  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  Mining 


1874 


March  23. 
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J.  G.        Companies  Limited  Liability  Act,  1864,  as  amended  in  1867  by  a 

ig74        subsequent  statute,  No.  324  of  the  31  Vict    It  was  made  by  the 

"^        Judge  of  the  district  wherein  the  company  was  registered,  and 

Colonial    therefore  by  the  Judge    having  general  jurisdiction  over  the 

AvfinuLAOLA  subject-matter. 

WiLLAK.         Before  they  consider  the  grounds  upon  which  the  Supreme 

"~~"        Court  has  made  this  order,  their  Lordships  will  deal  with  some 

objections  that  hare  been  taken  to  the  action  of  the  Supreme 

Court  in  this  matter. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  Supreme  Court  had  no  power  to 
issue  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  of  the  Judge 
of  tlie  Court  of  Mines. 

That  the  Supreme  Court  has  a  general  power  to  issue  the  writ 
to  any  inferior  Court  in  the  colony,  co-extensive  with  the  like 
power  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  this  country,  is  indis- 
putable, and  was  finally  admitted  at  the  Bar. 

It  was,  however,  contended,  lst»  that  the  Courts  of  Mines  are 
not  inferior  Courts ;  and,  2ndly,  that  if  they  are  inferior  Courts, 
the  power  to  issue  a  certiorari  to  them  has  been  taken  away 
by  statute. 

[His  Lordship  here  stated  the  leading  provisions  of  the  local 
statutes  of  1857,  1864,  and  1865,  which  relate  to  the  Courts  of 
Mines  (1).] 

Upon  a  review  of  these  different  enactments,  and  the  con- 
sideration of  the  arguments  addressed  to  them,  their  LordshipR 
have  come  to  the  following  conclusions : — 

1.  That  these  Courts  of  Mines,  which  have  been  created  by 
Acts  of  the  local  Legislature,  and  with  a  jurisdiction  which,  how- 
ever wide,  is  limited  both  as  to  the  persons  and  the  matters  within 
the  colony  over  which  it  is  to  be  exercised,  must,  on  the  principle 
laid  down  by  Lord  Holt  in  Rex  v.  InhdhUanis  of ,  in  Gla- 
morganshire (2),  be  taken  to  stand  in  relation  to  the  Supreme 
Courts  on  the  footing  of  inferior  Courts ;  and 

2.  That  the  power  to  issue  a  certiorari  to  these  Courts  in  respect 
of  any  proceeding  under  the  Mining  Statute^  1865,  has  been  taken 
away  by  statute. 

(1)  Supra,  pp.  422,  423.  (2)  1  Ld.  Raym.  680. 
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It  was,  however,  argued  that  a  winding-up  order  made  by  the  J.  C. 
Judge  of  a  Mining  Court  under  the  provisions  of  the  Mining  1874 
Companies  Limited  LidbHity  Aci,  1864,  was  not  a  proceeding  under       ^^ 

the  Mining  Statute.  1865,  inasmuch  as  the  latter  contains  no  ex-  ^^^^^ 

"  ^  i>ANK  OP 

press  reference  to  that  particular  jurisdiction,  or  to  the  orders  Australasia 

mm 

made  thereunder.  And  it  therefore  became  material  to  consider  Willan. 
whether  an  appeal  to  the  Chief  Judge  of  Mines  against  such  an 
order  could  be  preferred  under  the  Act  of  1865 ;  since,  if  such  an 
appeal  would  lie,  the  order  itself  would  obviously  be  a  proceed- 
ing under  the  Act.  The  words  of  the  172nd  section  are  very 
general.  They  are  **  any  party  to  any  suit  in  any  Court  of  Mines, 
or  to  any  proceeding  before  the  Judge  of  any  such  Court  (except 
where  the  contrary  is  herein  provided)  who  shall  be  dissatisfied 
with  any  decree  or  order  of  the  said  Court,  or  with  the  order  of  a 
Judge  thereof,  not  being  an  order  of  commitment  made  by  such 
Court  or  Judge,  may  appeal  from  the  same  to  the  Chief  Judge." 
They  are,  therefore,  wide  enough  to  embrace  an  appeal  by  the 
shareholders  of  a  mining  company  against  an  order  made  by  a 
Judge  of  a  Court  of  Mines  for  winding  up  the  company  upon 
such  a  proceeding  as  that  prescribed  by  the  28th  and  following 
sections  of  the  Mining  Companies  Limited  Liability  Act,  1864. 
And  it  may  be  remarked  that  the  wording  of  this  172nd  section 
differs  herein  from  that  of  the  71st  section  of  the  repealed  statute 
of  1857  (1),  which  gave  an  appeal  from  the  decrees  and  orders  of 
the  Courts  of  Mines  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  terms  that  might 
well  be  taken  to  be  confined  to  decrees  and  orders  in  regular  suits. 
And  it  seems  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  ampler  terms  of  the 
more  recent  enactment,  were  purposely  used,  in  order  to  embrace 
the  orders  made  under  the  provisions  of  the  intermediate  statute 
of  1864. 

It  may  further  be  observed  that  the  Act  of  1867,  which  amended 
that  of  1864,  by  its  4th  section,  expressly  provided  that  ''AH 
orders  made  by  the  Court  of  Mines,  or  the  Judge  thereof,  under 
any  of  the  provisions  of  the  latter  statute,  might  be  enforced  in 
like  manner  in  which  any  order  or  decree  of  the  Court  of  Mines 
in  any  suit  pending  therein  might  be  enforced  f  and,  consequently, 
expressly  applied  to  such  orders  the  machinery  of  executions  con- 

(1)  Supra,  p.  419. 
You  V.  3  2  G 
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J.  c.        tained  in  the  4th  subdivuion  of  the  second  part  of  the  Mining 

1874        Statute,  1865. 

The  Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  winding-up  orders 

^i^  OF     ^^«*  ^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  ^*^  *^®  s^P®  ^^  ^^^  244th  section  of  the 
AuBTBALAsiA  ^^t  (1),  and  that  the  power  to  remove  the  proceedings  relating 
WiLLAK.     to  them  into  the  Sapreme  C!ourt  has  been  taken  away  by  statute. 
*""""  It  is,  however,  scarcely  necessary  to  observe  that  the  eflfect  of 

this  is  not  absolutely  to  deprive  the  Sapreme  C!ourt  of  its  power 
to  issue  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  of  the 
inferior  Court,  but  to  control  and  limit  its  action  on  such  writ 
There  are  numerous  cases  in  the  books  which  establish  that^  not- 
withstanding the  privative  clause  in  a  statute,  the  Court  of  Queens 
Bench  will  grant  a  certiorari ;  but  some  of  those  authorities  esta- 
blish, and  none  are  inconsistent  with»  the  proposition  that  in  any 
such  case  that  Court  will  not  quash  the  order  removed,  except 
upon  the  ground  either  of  a  manifest  defect  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  tribunal  that  made  it,  or  of  manifest  fraud  in  the  party 
procuring  it. 

Some  of  these  authorities  will  be  hereafter  considered.  At 
present  it  is  sufficient  to  mention  that  of  Reg.  v.  St,  (Have  (2), 
which  supports  both  these  propositions. 

It  does  not,  however,  appear  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria 
haS|  in  the  present  case,  asserted  the  right  to  exercise  powers  in 
excess  of  what  has  been  just  laid  down.  Their  Lordships  under* 
stand  the  final  judgment  of  that  Court  to  state,  as  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  order  ought  to  be  quashed,  that  the  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Mines  who  made  it  had  acted  without  jurisdiction, 
and  that  he  had  been  misled  into  doing  so  by  the  fraud  of  the 
petitioning  creditors.  The  question  upon  this  appeal  is  whether 
the  materials  before  the  Court  justified  either  conclusion.  And 
as  these  two  points,  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Judge,  and  fraud 
in  the  party  procuring  the  order,  are  essentially  distinct,  it  will  be 
well  to  consider  them  separately. 

In  order  to  determine  the  first  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  clear 
apprehension  of  what  is  meant  by  the  term  "  want  of  jurisdiction." 
There  must^  of  course,  be  certain  conditions  on  which  the  right  of 
every  tribunal  of  limited  jurisdiction  to  exercise  that  jurisdiction 

(1)  Supra,  p.  423.  (2)  8  E.  &  B.  529. 
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depends.    Bat  those  conditions  may  be  founded  either  on  the       j.  c. 
character  and  constitution  of  the  tribunal,  or  upon  the  nature  of       i874 
the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry,  or  upon  certain  proceedings       *^ 
which  have  been  made  essential  preliminaries  to  the  inquiry,  or    ^w)»ial 
upon  facts  or  a  fact  to  be  adjudicated  upon  in  the  course  of  the  Australasia 
inquiry.    It  is  obvious  that  conditions  of  the  last  differ  materially     Wiixan. 
from  those  of  the  three  other  classes.    Objections  founded  on  the 
personal  incompetency  of  the  Judge,  or  on  the  nature  of  the 
subject-matter,  or  on  the  absence  of  some  essential  preliminary, 
must  obviously,  in  most  cases,  depend  upon  matters  which,  whether 
apparent  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  or  brought  before  the 
superior  Court  by  affidavit,  are  extrinsic  to  the  adjudication  im- 
peached.   But  an  objection  that  the  Judge  has  erroneously  found 
a  fact  which,  though  essential  to  the  validity  of  his  order,  he  was 
competent  to  try,  assumes  that,  having  general  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject-matter,  he  properly  entered  upon  the  inquiry,  but  mis- 
carried in  the  course  of  it.    The  superior  Court  cannot  quash  an 
adjudication  upon  such  an  objection  without  assuming  the  functions 
of  a  Court  of  appeal,  and  the  power  to  re-try  a  question  which  the 
Judge  was  competent  to  decide. 

Accordingly,  the  authorities,  of  which  Beg,  v.  Bolton  (1),  and 
Reg.  V.  8L  Olave  (2),  may  be  taken  as  examples,  establish  that  an 
adjudication  by  a  Judge  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject- 
matter  is,  if  no  defects  appear  on  the  face  of  it,  to  be  taken 
as  conclusive  of  the  facts  stated  therein;  and  that  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  will  not  on  certiorari  quash  such  an  adjudi- 
cation on  the  ground  that  any  such  fact,  however  essential,  has 
been  erroneously  found.  Nor  is  anything  to  be  found  in  the  cases 
which  have  been  cited  at  the  Bar,  or,  so  far  as  their  Lordships 
are  aware,  in  any  other  decided  case,  which  is  really  incon- 
sistent with  the  proposition  just  stated.  In  Beg.  v.  ChelfenJiam 
Paving  Commisnoners  (3),  the  objection  was  that  the  Court 
which  passed  the  order  was  improperly  constituted,  inasmuch 
as  three  of  the  magistrates  who  were  interested  took  part  in  the 
decision.  And  Beg.  v.  Beeorder  of  Cwmbridge  (4),  proceeds  on  tlie 
same  ground. 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  66.  (3)  1  Q.  B.  467. 

(2)  8  K  &  B.  528.  (4)  8  E.  &  B.  637. 
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J.  c.  Again,  in  Heg.  v.  Arkwright  (1),  the  objection  was  that  certaitt 

1874        notices  which,  on  the  true  constraction  of  the  statute,  ought  to 

"1^        have  preceded  the  inquiry,  were  not  given  until  after  the  adjudi- 

a)LONiAL    cation ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  order  had  been  made  in  the 

AU8TBALABIA  absonco  of  that  which  the  Legislature  had  made  an  essential 

WiLLAK.     preliminary  to  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction. 

In  cases  which  fall  within  the  principles  of  the  last-mentioned 
decisions  the  question  is,  whether  the  inferior  Court  had  juris- 
diction  to  enter  upon  the  inquiry,  and  not  whether  there  has  been 
miscarriage  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry. 

There  is  a  third  class  of  cases,  in  v^hich  the  Judge  of  the  inferior 
Court,  having  legitimately  commenced  the  inquiry,  is  met  bj 
some  fact  which,  if  established,  would  oust  his  jurisdiction  and 
place  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry  beyond  it.  To  this  cate- 
gory belong  such  cases  as  Thomson  v.  Ingham  (2),  which  was  much 
relied  upon  in  the  argument ;  Pecue  v.  Clayton  (3),  and  Beg.  v. 
Stimpwn  (4).  In  all  these  cases  the  inferior  Court,  being  incom- 
petent to  try  a  question  of  title,  was  bound  to  hold  its  hand  when 
a  hona  fde  dispute  as  to  title  arose  before  it.  And  the  general 
rule  in  such  a  case  is  that  stated  in  the  passage  from  the  jnd^^ 
ment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Bwfibwty  v.  FuUer  (5),  which 
is  cited  by  Mr.  Justice  Blaehbum  in  Pease  v.  Clayton.  ^'  It  is  a 
general  rule  that  no  Court  of  limited  jurisdiction  can  give  itself 
jurisdiction  by  a  wrong  decision  on  a  point  collateral  to  the 
merits  of  the  case  upon  which  the  limit  to  its  jurisdiction  depends; 
and  however  its  decision  may  be  final  on  all  particulars,  making 
up  together  that  subject-matter  which,  if  true,  is  within  its  juris- 
diction, and  however  necessary  in  many  cases  it  may  be  for  it  to 
make  such  a  preliminary  inquiry,  whether  some  collateral  matter 
be  or  be  not  within  the  limits,  yet  upon  this  preliminary  question 
its  decision  must  always  be  open  to  inquiry  in  the  superior  Goort'' 
And»  accordingly,  the  cases  shew  that  the  decision  of  the  inferior 
Court  on  such  a  point  is  examinable  either  on  formal  proceedings 
in  prohibition,  as  in  Thomson  v.  Ingham  (2),  or  in  an  action  ol 
trespass,  as  in  Pease  v.  Clayton  (3),  or  on  certiorari,  as  in  Beg.  t. 

(1)  12  Q.  B.  960.  (3)  8  B.  &  S.  620. 

(2)  14  Q.  B.  710.  (4)  4  B.  &  S.  301. 

(5)  9  Ex.  111. 
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JStimpson  (1).  Whether  the  Court,  in  the  latter  case,  would  have  J.  0. 
exercised  its  summary  jurisdiction  by  quashing  the  order  if  there  1874 
had  been  evidence  on  which  the  magistrates  might  have  reasonably        Tra 

included  that  the  question  of  title  was  not  raised  land  fide,  may  g^^^p 

be  doubtful.  Australasia 

All  these  cases,  however,  leave  untouched  the  authority  of  Regf.     Willak. 
v«  Bolton  (2),  and  that  class  of  cases ;  and  the  question  is  within 
which  dass  the  present  case  falls. 

The  first  ground  upon  which  the  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  winding- 
up  order  was  granted  was,  that  there  was  no  jurisdiction  to  make 
the  order,  as  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of  demand,  and  of 
Slaking  the  said  order,  the  Oolden  Oate  Odd  Mining  Company ^ 
Begisteredy  was  not  indebted  to  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia 
in  any  sum ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  upon  which 
this  rule  nisi  was  made  absolute,  found  that  '^  there  was  no  peti- 
tioning creditors'  debt  proved,  and  that  there  was,  therefore,  no 
foundation  for  the  winding-up  order." 

The  order,  however,  of  the  18th  of  November,  1871  (3),  is,  on 
the  face  of  it,  strictly  regular.  It  recites  that  on  the  11th  of 
August,  1871,  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Austrcdasia  had  served  on  the 
mining  company  a  demand,  under  their  seal,  requiring  the  com- 
,pany  to  pay  the  sum  of  £3223  lis.  8(2.  then  due  to  the  bank,  and 
that  the  company  had,  for  the  space  of  three  weeks  succeeding  the 
service  of  that  demand,  neglected  to  pay  such  sum,  or  to  secure  or 
•compound  for  the  same  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  bank.  It  further 
recites  that,  on  the  18th  of  November,  1871,  the  bank  had  pre- 
sented their  petition,  setting  forth  the  facts  before  recited,  and 
praying  that  the  company  might  be  wound  up ;  that  an  affidavit 
verifying  the  petition  had  been  filed  in  Court ;  that  the  mining 
•company  had  been  duly  served  with  a  notice  to  appear  and  shew 
cause  why  the  Judge  should  not  make  an  order  in  the  terms  of  the 
statute ;  that  it  had  failed  to  appear  or  shew  any  sufficient  cause 
■as  required  by  the  notice ;  and  states  that  therefore,  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  said  petition,  and  upon  reading  the  said  affidavit, 
And  upon  proof  as  well  of  the  facts  and  matters  aforesaid  as  that 
the  said  sum  was  then  due  from  the  said  company  to  the  said 

(1)  4  B.  &  S.  301.  (2)  1  a  B.  66. 

(3)  Supra,  p.  424. 
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J.  c.        Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia  ;  and  upon  hearing  counsel  for  the 

1874        said  bank,  he  (the  Judge)  ordered  that  the  said  company  should 

*5to        ^  wound  up  forthwith.    The  order,  then,  was  one  made  by  a 

a)LOMAL     competent  Judge ;  shewing,  on  the  face  of  it,  that  every  require- 

ArsTBALAsiA  meut  of  the  statute  under  which  it  was  made  had  been  complied 

WiLLAN.     with;  ordering  that  which  the  Judge,  on  proper  grounds,  had 

power  to  order;  and  containing  an  express  adjudication  upon  a 

fact  which,  though  essential  to  the  order,  the  Judge  was  both 

competent  and  bound  to  decide,  viz.,  that  the  sum  claimed  to  be 

due  to  the  petitioning  creditors  was  then  due  to  them  from  the 

mining  company.    Nor  can  it  be  said  that  there  was  no  eridence 

to  support  this  finding,  since  the  affidavit  filed  in  support  of  the 

petition  distinctly  swears  to  the  debt 

This  being  so,  it  seems  to  follow  that  the  Supreme  Court  could 
only  arrive  i(t  the  opposite  conclusion  upon  a  retrial  of  the  question 
of  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  and  that  upon  evidence  which 
was  not  before  the  inferior  Court  To  do  this,  and  to  quash  the 
order  upon  a  conclusion  thus  drawn,  is  clearly  contrary  to  the 
principles  established  by  Beg.  v.  Bolton  (1)  and  that  class  of  cases. 
Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  order  under 
appeal  cannot  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  of  the  18th  of  November,  1871,. 
because  no  petitioning  creditors'  debt  was  proved. 

The  Respondent,  however,  also  relies  on  the  second  ground 
stated  in  the  order  nisi,  viau,  that  the  sum  mentioned  in  the 
winding-up  order  was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  due  to  the 
bank  by  the  mining  company ;  and  that  the  order  was  obtained 
by  undue  and  improper  means,  calculated  to  deceive  the  Judge  who 
made  the  same,  and  to  prevent  the  company  from  shewing  reasons 
to  the  Judge  for  refusing  to  make  the  order,  and  that  so  the  order 
was  obtained  by  fraud  on  the  said  Judge. 

The  case  of  fraud  made  by  the  affidavits,  and  insisted  upon  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  Bespondent  at  the  Bar,  is  shortly  this : — 
It  is  not  disputed  that,  in  May,  1866,  the  mining  company  had, 
by  its  manager  or  other  person  or  persons  professing  to  act  on  its 
behalf,  overdrawn  its  account  with  a  bank  called  the  Union  Batikr 
and  that,  on  the  7th  day  of  that  month,  it  was  resolved  at  a  meet- 

(1)  1  Q.  B.  66. 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  m  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  447 

ing,  professing  to  be  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  shareholders,       J.  c. 
that  the  banking  aooount  should  be  removed  &om  the  Union  Bank       1874 
to  the  Colonial  Bank  of  Australasia,  and  that  Mr.  Hogarth,  one  of       xbb 
the  shareholders,  should  wait  on  the  manager  of  the  Colonial  Bank    ^^^^^ 
and  make  arrangements  with  him  regarding  the  over-draft  to  the  Austbalasu 
Union  Bank.     Kor  is  it  disputed  that,  in  consequence  of  the     Willak. 
arrangements  so  made,  the  Colonial  Bank  paid  to  the  Union  Bank 
the  amount  of  the  over-draft,  and  that  the  debt  claimed  to  be  due 
from  this  mining  company  at  the  date  of  the  winding-up  order  was 
the  amount  so  paid  with  the  interest  that  had  accrued  thereon. 

It  was,  however^  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  there  is  no  proof 
of  any  resolution  sanctioning  the  borrowing  of  money  except  that 
of  the  7th  of  May,  1866 ;  and  that  resolution,  if  it  implied  such 
sanction,  was  passed  at  an  extraordinary  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders which  had  neither  been  regularly  convened  nor  duly 
advertised  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  23rd  section  of  the 
Mining  Companies  Limited  lAabHiiy  Acty  1864;  there  was  an 
absence  of  that  sanction  to  the  borrowing  of  money  which  is  re- 
quired by  the  21st  section  of  the  same  Act ;  and,  consequently, 
that  the  transaction  with  the  Colonial  Bank  was  not  binding  on 
the  shareholders  of  the  mining  company ;  and  the  debt  proved  was 
not  the  debt  of  the  company.  It  was  further  alleged  that  the 
bank  having  in  the  month  of  September,  1866,  commenced  an 
action  against  the  mining  company  for  the  recovery  of  this  debt, 
was  met  by  a  defence  (the  precise  nature  whereof  is  not  stated  on 
the  affidavits),  and  after  various  postponements  had  failed  to  pro- 
ceed further  with  that  action. 

It  was  further  stated  that  the  mining  company  had  been 
"  virtually  defunct "  since  the  10th  of  June,  1868,  having  per- 
mitted its  claim  to  be  sold  to  another  company ;  that  the  manager 
about  that  time  ceased  to  be  employed  by  the  company,  or  to 
draw  his  salary ;  and  that  the  name  of  the  company  was  then  or 
soon  after  taken  down  from  No.  37,  Market  Street.  And  it  was 
suggested,  if  not  positively  alleged,  that  the  bank  knowing  all  these 
facts,  and  with  the  object  of  obtaining  the  amount  due  to  them, 
which  they  knew  they  could  not  recover  in  the  actions,  had  fraudu- 
lently entrapped  the  Judge  into  making  the  winding-up  order,  by 
serving  the  demand  and  the  notice  required  by  the  statute,  and 
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J.  C.       a  sufficient  debt ;   they  gaTe  a  sufficient  notice  to  the  opposite 
1874       party,  on  whose  failure  to  appear  the  order  was  made.    Their 
<Phe        Lordships  cannot  see  tliat  the  bank  was  bound  to  inform  the  Judge 
Colonial    ^"j^^^  some  of  the  shareholders  were  contesting  their  liability  for 
AusTBALAsuk  this  debt,  on  grounds  of  which  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  is 
WiLLAK.     extremely  doubtful  whether  they    constitute  a  legal  defence. 
Their  Lordships  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  no  fraud  is  estab- 
lished against  the  bank,  and  that  that  ground  for  granting  the 
order  also  fails. 

Their  Lordships  desire  to  add  that^  even  if  the  conduct  of  the 
bank  had  been  such  as  to  raise  in  their  minds  a  much  stronger 
suspicion  of  unfairness,  they  would  nevertheless  have  thought  that 
the  Supreme  Court  ought  not  summarily  and  on  certiorari  to  have 
quashed  the  winding-up  order  on  that  ground.  The  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  whose  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  is  discretionary, 
would  certainly  not  quash  an  order  of  an  inferior  Court  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud  in  the  procuring  of  it,  unless  the  fraud  were  clear 
and  manifest.  Here  the  question  whether  a  fraudulent  use  ,had 
been  made  of  the  machinery  for  winding-up  registered  companies, 
was  a  complicated  one,  dependent  on  a  variety  of  circumstances 
capable  of  explanation  and  requiring  nice  consideration.  In  such 
a  case  the  parties,  conceiving  themselves  to  be  aggrieved,  ought  to 

have  been  left  to  other  and  more  formal  remediea    Such  remedies 

* 

were  open  to  them.  Their  Lordships  cannot  but  think  that,  on  a 
proper  application,  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  who  made  the 
order  would,  on  a  suggestion  of  fraud,  have  had  power  to  review 
it  They  are  not  satisfied  that  it  might  not  have  been  reviewed 
generally  by  the  Deputy  Judge  on  the  occasion  of  the  application 
made  to  him  in  August,  1872,  under  the  8rd  section  of  the  Act 
No.  324,  although  both  parties  seem  to  have  then  concurred  in 
thinking  that,  under  that  enactment,  the  order  could  not  be  set 
aside  unless  it  had  been  made  ex  parte.  Again,  for  the  reasons 
before  given,  their  Lordships  are  disposed  to  think  that  an  appeal 
against  the  order  to  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  would 
have  lain ;  and  lastly,  it  is  clear  that,  failing  any  of  the  above 
remedies,  if  the  bank  had  made  a  fraudulent  use  of  the  process  of 
the  Mining  Court,  the  parties  aggrieved  might  have  had  their 
remedy  by  regular  suit  in  the  Supreme  or  other  competent  Court 
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For  the  above  reasons  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  J.  C. 

order  of  the  Supreme  Court  quashing  the  winding-up  order  cannot  1874 

be  supported.    And  they  will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  '^^ 

reverse  that  order,  and  to  direct  that,  in  lieu  thereof,  an  order  be  ^olonial 

made  discharging  the  rule  to  shew  cause  of  the  22nd  of  November,  Austbalasia 

1872,  with  costs.    The  Appellants  must  also  have  their  costs  of  Willan. 
this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Oamlen  &  Son. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Paine  &  Hammond. 


JAMES  MAEKE   WOOD,  the    Youngek,  |  J-  C.* 

Owner  op  the   Ship   "  Bibmah,  "  and  I  Appellants  ;  ^ 

Others )  March  17, 20. 

AND 

GEOBGE  SMITH,  and  Others,  Owners  of 

the  Screw  Steamship  "City  of  Cam-  \  Eespondents. 


BRIDGE  " 


the  "CITY  OP  CAMBRIDGE." 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

CampuUory  PUotage— Exemption  from  LUMity  under  17  A  18  Vid.  e.  104, 

8.  388— Dilutes  ofPtla  and  Grew. 

When  the  employment  of  a  pilot  is  within  the  proYiaions  of  &  139  of  the 
lieney  Docks  Contoiidation  Ad,  1858,  such  employment  is  oompnlsory. 

The  object  of  the  master,  when  the  yessel  left  tiie  dock,  was  to  get  to  sea 
as  soon  as  he  oould,  and  he  arranged  with  the  pilot  that  the  vessel  should 
anchor  in  the  Mersey  for  the  night,  but  should  go  so  far  on  the  way  as  would 
aiable  her  to  cross  the  bar  on  the  next  morning's  tide : — 

Sdd,  that  the  ship  was  proceeding  to  sea  within  the  meaning  of  s.  139 
at  the  time  she  left  the  dock,  and  that  the  anchoring  was  not  a  discontinu- 


*  Present :— Sib  James  W.  Colvile,  Sib  Babkes  Pxaoocx,  Sib  Montaqtte  E. 
Smith,  and  Snt  Robebt  P.  Collier. 
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ance  of  her  progress  to  the  sea^  but  an  act  proper  and  reasonable  to  be  done 
in  the  course  of  it. 

The  138th  section  of  the  Act  does  not  relate  to  the  giving  of  extra  remu- 
neration to  those  pilots  only  who  are  yoluntarily  engaged. 

It  may  happen  that  a  pilot  who  is  oompulsorily  engaged  under  the  139th 
section  of  the  Act  by  a  ship  proceeding  to  sea,  may,  by  the  ship*&  detention 
in  the  river,  become  entitled  to  extra  remuneration  under  the  138th  sectioo. 

The  doctrine  laid  down  in  The  Christiana  (1)  and  The  Lochltbo  (2)  con- 
cerning the  relative  duties  of  pilot  and  crew,  recognised  and  approved. 

XHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  a  cause  of 
damage  promoted  by  the  Appellants,  the  owners  of  the  vessel 
Birmahy  and  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo  laden  therein,  and  by  the 
master  and  crew,  for  their  money,  clothes,  and  private  effects, 
against  the  screw  steamship  or  vessel  City  of  Cambridge^  her 
tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in 
respect  of  losses  sustained  by  the  Appellants  by  reason  of  a  col- 
lision which  happened  between  the  Birmah  and  the  CUy  of  Cam" 
hridffe  in  the  Biver  Memey^  at  about  2.30  A.M.,  on  the  27th  of 
February,  1873. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  the  principal  arguments  urged,  and 
authorities  cited  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  are  fully  set  forth  in 
the  judgment. 

The  appeal  was  argued  by 

Mr.  C.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  C.  OvUy,  for  the  Appellants. 

Mr.  MHward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  ClarJaon,  for  the  Respon- 
dents. 


1874 
Mardi  20. 


Judgment  was  delivered  by 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  ship  Birmah 
against  the  owners  of  the  steamship  the  CUy  of  Cambridge,  to 
recover  the  damages  occasioned  by  a  collision  between  the  two 
ships.  The  collision  was  of  a  disastrous  character,  for  the  effect 
of  it  was  that  the  Birmah  with  a  valuable  cargo  was  sunk. 

The  questions  in  the  appeal  relate  to  the  construction  of  certain 

1)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  171.  (2)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  480. 
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pilotage  clanses  in  the  Mersey  Docks  Consolidation  Aet^  1858,  and       J.  C. 

to  the  relative  duties  of  the  crew  and  pUot  who  were  on  board  the        1874 

OUy  of  Cambridge.  ^J^ 

The  facts  are,  that  the  Birmah,  a  homeward  bound  yessel^  had      g,^^ 

anchored  in  the  Mersey,  off  Effremont.    She  was  lying  there  at       

anchor  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  no  blame  is  attributable  to  *'  Cnr  of 
her.  The  City  of  Cambridge  left  the  Morpdh  Boek,  on  a  Toyage  ^^'^®**' 
to  CdcuUa^  at  or  about  eleven  o'clock  on  the  night  of  the  26th  of 
February  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  of  Liverpool.  She  was 
folly  equipped  and  prepared  for  sea.  It  appears  that  the  pilot 
had  been  hired  whilst  the  vessel  was  in  the  dock  to  take  her  out 
to  sea,  and  he  came  on  board  and  took  charge  of  her  before  she 
left  the  dock.  It  had  been  arranged  between  the  master  and  the 
pilot  that  the  ship  should  not  cross  the  bar  on  that  night,  but 
should  go  into  the  Mersey  and  be  anchored  there  ready  to  cross 
the  bar  on  the  morning  tide,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  the 
state  of  the  weather  was  such  that  she  could  not  have  crossed 
the  bar  on  the  following  morning's  tide,  unless  she  had  been  taken 
out  of  dock  and  placed  in  the  Mersey  so  far  on  her  way*  The 
OUy  of  Carnbridge  having  been  taken  out  of  the  dock,  was  brought 
up  opposite  Woodside  Ferry,  and  was  there  anchored  by  a  single 
anchor,  the  port  anchor.  The  vessel  was  swung  first  to  the  flood, 
and  then  to  the  ebb  tide,  but  had  not  been  brought  to  her  proper 
state,  end  on  to  the  ebb  tide,  when  the  pilot  left  the  dock  to  go 
to  the  chart-house  to  lie  down.  Shortly  afterwards  the  vessel 
took  a  heavy  sheer,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  throw  her  across 
the  tide,  and  the  strain  upon  her  anchor  broke  the  chain,  and  the 
vessel  went  adrift.  There  was  a  strong  wind  at  this  time,  and  a 
heavy  tide  running  down,  and  the  wind  and  tide  were  opposed. 
The  ship's  anchors  and  chains  were  of  usual  size  and  strength. 
The  mate  and  a  proper  number  of  the  crew  were  op  deck.  As 
soon  as  the  cable  parted,  the  mate  went  to  the  chart-house,  which 
was  under  the  bridge,  to  tell  the  pilot,  who  had  left  directions 
that  he  should  be  called  in  case  anything  went  amiss.  The  pilot 
came  at  once  upon  deck,  and  finding  the  state  of  the  ship,  and 
that  she  was  drifting  broadside  down  the  river,  or  nearly  broad- 
side, he  thought  the  right  course  was  to  put  her  under  steam  and 
endeavour  to  bring  her  end  on  to  the  tide.    He  was  not  successful 
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in  that  manoeuvre,  and  he  afterwards  dropped  the  starboard  anchor. 
That  anchor  did  not  hold.  It  appears  to  have  nipped  the  ground 
only,  and  the  pilot  in  that  state  of  things  allowed  the  vessel  to 
drift  down  the  river.  He  had  her  so  far  under  command,  that  he 
used  the  steam  power  and  the  helm  to  avoid  the  various  vessels 
which  he  passed  in  his  downward  course,  but  ultimately  the  vessel 
drifted  between  the  North  Star  and  the  Birmah.  He  was  able  to 
avoid  the  North  Star,  but  the  vessel  whilst  so  drifting  was  driven 
against  the  Birmah  with  such  violence  that  the  Birmah  was  sunk. 

It  was  not  disputed  upon  the  argument  that  the  collision  was 
due  to  the  negligence  of  some  persons  on  board  the  CUy  of  Cam- 
hridffe.  There  are  two  questions  to  be  considered  in  the  case: 
first)  whether  the  employment  of  the  pilot  before  and  at  the  time 
of  the  collision  was  compulsory  by  law ;  and,  secondly,  assuming 
it  to  be  so,  whether  the  collision  was  attributable  exclusively  to 
the  want  of  care  or  skill  of  the  pilot. 

Now  it  is  admitted  that  the  pilotage  would  be  compulsory  in 
this  case,  and  that  the  owners  would  be  entitled  to  the  exemption 
from  liability  provided  in  the  388th  section  of  the  Merchant  Shij)- 
ping  Act  (1),  if  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to  bring  the  case 
within  the  139th  section  of  the  Mersey  Docks  Oomolidaiion  Ad, 
1858.  That  section  is  ill  drawn,  and  the  construction  of  it  is  by 
no  means  free  from  difficulty.  But  it  is  the  legislation  under 
which  the  pilotage  in  the  great  river  Mersey  has  been  conducted 
for  many  years,  and  the  construction  put  upon  the  clause  has 
been,  that  when  the  circumstances  bring  a  vessel  within  it,  and 
the  employment  of  a  pilot  is  under  its  provisions,  such  employ- 
ment is  compulsory.  The  clause  is  this, — "  In  case  the  master  of 
any  vessel,  being  outward  bound,  and  not  being  a  coasting  vessel 
in  ballast,  or  under  the  burden  of  100  tons,  for  which  provision  is 
otherwise  made,  shall  proceed  to  sea,  and  shall  refuse  to  take  on 
board  or  to  employ  a  pilot,  he  shall  pay  to  the  pilot,  who  shall 
first  offer  himself  to  pilot  the  same,  the  full  pilotage  rate  that 
would  have  been  payable  for  such  vessel  if  the  pilot  had  actually 


(1)  "No  owner  or  master  of  any 
ship  shall  be  answerable  to  any  person 
whatever  for  any  loss  or  damage  occa- 
sioned by  the  fanit  or  incapacity  of 


any  qualified  pilot  acting  in  chai]ge  of 
such  ship,  within  any  district  where 
the  employment  of  such  pilot  is  com- 
pulsory by  law." 
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piloted  the  same  into  or  out,  as  the  case  may  be^  of  the  said  port       J.  c. 
of  Liverpool^  together  with  all  expenses  incurred  in  recovering  the       ig74 

^^^  Wood 

The  question  is,  whether  this  yessel  was  proceeding  to  sea,  so      ^  ^* 

that  the  employment  of  the  pilot  was  compulsory^  before  and  at      

the  time  of  the  collision.  When  the  ship  left  the  dock,  the  object  <<  citt  of 
of  the  master  was  to  prosecute  his  Toyage  by  getting  to  sea  as  ^^^^^^' 
soon  as  he  could.  It  is  true  it  had  been  arranged  between  the 
pilot  and  himself  that  the  vessel  should  anchor  in  the  Mersey  for 
the  nighty  but  that  was  done  to  further  the  object  of  getting  out 
to  sea  by  going  so  far  on  the  way  as  would  enable  her  to  cross  the 
bar  on  the  next  morning's  tide,  which  .the  vessel  could  not  have 
done  if  she  had  remained  in  dock,  or  at  least  she  could  not  have 
crossed  it  so  early.  Their  Lordships  think  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  ship  was  proceeding  to  sea  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Act  at  the  time  she  left  the  dock,  and  that  the  anchoring  was 
not  a  discontinuance  of  her  progress  to  the  sea,  but  an  act  proper 
and  reasonable  to  be  done  in  the  course  of  it 

It  was  argued  that  the  employment  of  the  pilot  fell  under  the 
138th  section,  which  relates,  it  was  said,  only  to  the  voluntary 
engagement  of  pilots.  That  dause  is,  **  If  the  master  of  any 
vessel  shall  require  the  attendance  of  a  pilot  on  board  any  vessel 
during  her  riding  at  anchor,  or  being  at  Hoylake^  or  in  the  Kiver 
Mersey^  the  pilot  so  employed  shall  be  paid  for  every  day  or 
portion  of  a  day  he  shall  so  attend  the  sum  of  58.  and  no  more." 
This  part  of  the  clause  no  doubt  relates  only  to  the  voluntary 
employment  of  a  pilot ;  but  the  latter  part  of  it  relates  not  only  to 
such  voluntary  employment,  but  to  the  extra  remuneration  to  be 
given  to  a  pilot  when  he  is  compulsorily  employed  under  the 
139th  section.  The  proviso  is  this,  '^Provided  that  the  pilot  who 
shall  have  the  charge  of  any  vessel  shall  be  paid  for  every  day  of 
his  attendance  whilst  in  the  river,  but  no  such  charge  shall  be 
made  for  the  day  on  which  such  vessel  being  outward  bound  shall 
leave  the  Biver  Meney  to  commence  her  voyage,  or  being  inward 
bound,  shall  enter  the  Biver  Mersey.*'  Now  the  pilot  in  the  pre- 
sent case  was  not  hired  under  the  first  part  of  this  clause.  His 
attendance  was  not  required  for  the  sole  purpose  of  remaining  on 
board  during  the  time  the  vessel  was  riding  at  anchor.    He  was 


V. 

Smith. 
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J.  C.        engaged  to  take  the  vessel  to  sea.    The  proviso  in  the  section  may 
1874       be  applicable  to  his  remnneration,  becanse,  although  he  was  hired 
^f^jy      to  take  the  vessel  to  sea,  if,  in  the  course  of  taking  her  to  sea,  any 
delay  took  place  by  which  she  remained  a  day  in  the  river,  he 
'  would  be  entitled  to  the  extra  payment  which  is  provided  by  that 
'•  City  of    section.    So  far  from  such  a  payment  being  necessarily  an  inei- 
Cambbidge.  j^j^^  ^^^  voluntary  employment  only,  it  is  obvious  that  the  clause 
assumes  that  the  pilot  may  be  compulsorily  employed ;  that  the 
rate  fixed  for  taking  the  vessel  out  to  sea,  which  is  fixed  according 
to  a  scale  having  relation  to  the  size  of  the  vessel,  may  be  insuffi- 
cient to  remunerate  him ;  and  provides  when  he  is  delayed  for  an 
extra  remuneration.    It  by  no  means  follows  that  the  pilotage  was 
not  compulsory  under  the  139th  section,  because  the  pilot  migbt 
be  entitled  to  extra  remuneration  under  sect.  138. 

It  was  said  that  the  139th  clause  would  not  have  been  infringed 
if  the  employment  of  the  pilot  had  been  delayed  until  the  vessel 
left  her  anchorage  on  the  following  morning.  But  if  the  employ- 
ment be  compulsory  upon  the  vessel  proceeding  to  sea,  and  a  fixed 
remuneration  to  the  pilot  be  also  obligatory  on  the  master,  be 
surely  must  be  entitled  to  have  the  services  of  the  pilot  at  the 
commencement  of,  and  throughout  the  vessel's  progress  to  sea,  so 
as  to  get  the  full  benefit  of  the  compulsory  payment. 

The  view  taken  by  their  Lordships  of  this  Act  does  not  in  the 
least  conflict  with  the  decisions  in  the  Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Seaith  (!) 
and  Bodriffues  v.  Melhuish  (2).  Those  were  both  cases  of  vessels 
remaining  at  anchor,  intending  to  remain  at  anchor,  and  not 
instances  of  vessels  proceeding  to  sea.  In  the  case  of  Bodrigues 
V.  Mdhuishy  this  passage  occurs  in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  PoUock,  He  says,  **  It  was  contended  by  one  of  the  learned 
counsel  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  that  if  a  pilot  were  taken  on 
board  a  vessel  previous  to  her  leaving  the  dock,  whilst  she  was  in 
the  act  of  quitting  it  with  the  intention  of  going  to  sea,  no  step 
being  necessary  except  the  different  operations  requisite  for  her 
to  go  on,  the  vessel  in  such  case  would  be  said  to  be  proceeding  to 
sea.  If  this  vessel  had  had  all  her  cargo  on  board,  and  the  master 
had  been  ready  to  get  on  board,  and  she  had  had  everything  ready 
to  commence  her  voyage  forthwith,  and  had  left  her  berth  with 

(1)  13  Price,  302.  (2)  10  Ex.  117. 
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that  intention,  it  might  no  doubt  have  been  said  that  she  was  pro-       J.  0. 
ceeding  to  sea  from  the  time  she  first  left  her  berth.*'    The  case       1874 
supposed  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  is  very  like  the  actual  case       wood 
here.    Their  Lordships  think  that  the  City  of  Cambridge  was  pro-      g]^*^ 
ceeding  to  sea  from  the  time  she  first  left  her  berth,  and  that  there       -;— 
was  no  break  in  the  continuity  of  her  progress  to  sea  after  she  so    •*  Citt  oi^ 
left  it  and  before  the  collision.  ambbidom. 

The  next  question  is  whether,  assuming  the  employment  of  the 
pilot  to  have  been  compulsory,  the  collision  is  solely  attributable 
to  the  default  of  the  pilot.  Now  the  remote  cause  of  the  disaster 
was  the  vessel  parting  from  her  anchor  by  the  breaking  of  the 
chain  cable,  and  the  proximate  cause  was  allowing  the  vessel  to 
drift  down  the  river  so  as  to  come  into  collision  with  the  Birmah. 
The  breaking  of  the  cable  was  caused  by  the  vessel  having  sheered 
when  b^g  swung  to  the  tide  and  bringing  too  great  a  strain 
upon  the  cable.  This  was  found  in  the  Court  below  to  be  mainly 
due  to  the  improperly  short  length  of  cable  which  had  been  let 
OQt^  sixty  fathoms  only.  Allowing  the  vessel  to  drift  in  a  crowded 
river  like  the  Mersey  was  also  found  by  the  Court  below  to  have 
been  an  improper  and  unskilful  mode  of  managing  the  vessel 
which  brought  about  the  collision.  It  was  also  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  that  this  drifting  of  the  ship  was 
not  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  first  parting  with  the  anchor, 
inasmuch  as  there,  was  sufficient  steam-power  at  hand  to  have 
allowed  of  her  being  navigated  into  a  safe  anchorage. 

Their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  disagree  with  any  of  the  above 
conclusions  of  fact,  and  they  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
below  that  the  pilot  is  alone  to  blame  for  the  mismanagement  of  .^ 
the  ship  in  the  instances  just  referred  to.  Indeed,  it  was  not  dis- 
puted that  the  length  of  the  cable  proper  to  be  let  out,  and  the 
manoeuTring  of  the  ship  after  she  parted  with  her  anchor,  were 
matters  entirely  within  his  province. 

It  was  contended,  however,  that  the  master  and  crew  were  to 
blame  or  partly  to  blame  in  three  respects.  It  was  said  the 
quartermaster  ought  not  to  have  allowed  the  vessel  to  sheer  when 
at  anchor.  It  has  been  already  stated  that  the  pilot  left  the 
deck  before  she  had  fully  swung  to  the  tide.    Upon  this  point  the 

Court  below  found  as  follows : — "  The  Elder  Brethren  think  also 
Vol.  V.  3  2  H 
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J.  0.       that  the  pilot  was  to  blame  for  leaying  the  deck  when  he  did ; 

1874        that  he  oaght  not  to  have  gone  away  into  the  chartrroom  when 

•Wood      ^^^  ^^  three  quarters  swung  to  the  ebb  tide ;  he  ought  to  have 

sJiTH.     v&i^  till  she  was  fully  swung,  and  himself  superintended  that 

—-        manoBuyre,  and  seen  that  her  helm  was  properly  put.    He  left  her 

^CrrroF     helm  amidships.    No  blame  attaches  to  the  City  of  Oambrid^ 

°™^*'    with  respect  to  the  men  that  were,  left  on  deck ;  there  seem  to 

hare  been  sufiScient  men  and  they  were  properly  placed.    It  is  to 

be  observed,  that  when  the  vessel  swung,  the  wind  and  tide  were 

opposed,  and  no  blame  at  all  attaches,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Elder 

Brethren,  with  which  I  agree,  to  Boyle,  the  quartermaster,  in  the 

manoeuvre  which  he  eSected.    He  executed  the  right  manoeuvie 

in  counteracting  the  sheer  the  vessel  had  taken,  and  there  was  no 

delay  in  executing  it," — what  he  did  was  to  starboard  the  helm,— 

^  nor  is  there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  the  pilot,  if  he  bad  been 

on  deck  instead  of  in  the  chart-room,  would  have  directed  anything 

to  be  done  different  from  what  was  done  in  his  absence."    Their 

Lordships  concur  in  that  finding. 

Another  ground  of  blame  is  that  a  good  look-out  was  not  kept 
by  the  crew  when  the  vessel  was  drifting,  and  particularly  that 
they  did  not  report  the  Birtnah.  It  is  unquestionable  that,  as  a 
rule,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  crew  of  the  ship  to  keep  a  look-out,  and 
to  assist  in  that  way  the  pilot  in  charge.  But  in  the  present  case 
the  Court  below  have  found  that  there  was  no  want  of  look«oat, 
and  their  Loi:dships  agree  with  this  finding.  The  master  was  on 
the  bridge  with  the  pUot,  and  the  Birmah  was  seen  and  reported 
by  him  to  the  pilot,  and  both  had  her  in  view  for  a  considerable 
time  before  the  collision. 

The  only  remaining  imputation  on  the  crew  is,  that  as  soon  as 
the  chain  of  the  port  anchor  broke,  the  starboard  anchor  ought  to 
have  been  at  once  let  go.  This  may  have  been  a  right  manceuvre, 
or  it  may  be,  that  as  the  vessel  was  athwart  the  tide,  it  was  better 
to  use  the  steam  at  command,  so  as  to  get  her  head  to  the  tide,  as 
the  pilot  afterwards  attempted  to  do.  She  was  to  some  extent 
athwart  the  tide  when  she  originally  sheered  and  the  cable 
snapped,  and  no  doubt  at  the  moment  when  the  cable  snapped  her 
head  flew  still  farther  to  the  west.  She  was,  therefore,  to  a  great 
degree  broadside  to  the  tide  at  the  time  when  it  is  suggested  that 
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the  aaohor  ought  to  have  been  dropped.  Bat»howeyerthatmaybe,it       J.C 
iras  a  manoeafre  that  was  properly  within  the  province  of  the  pilot       1874 
to  jndge  of  and  direct    If  he  had  not  been  at  hand,  it  would  have       wooa> 
been  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  ship  at  once  to  have  acted,  and      a^^» 

-dropped  the  anchor,  if  it  had  been  a  proper  measure ;  but  in  this       

ease  the  pilot  was  at  hand.  It  is  true  that  he  had  gone  to  the  <*Oitt  of 
•chart-house  to  lie  down,  but  he  had  given  directions  to  be  called  ^^^""'^ 
if  anything  went  amiss.  In  point  of  &ct  he  felt  the  jerk  caused 
by  the  snapping  of  the  cable,  and  came  to  the  chart-house  door  as 
«oon  as  the  mate,  who  instantly  ran  to  him,  reached  it»  and  very 
shortly  afterwards  he  was  on  deck.  Now,  although  it  would  have 
been  the  duty  of  the  officers  of  the  ship  to  act  at  once  if  there  had 
been  immediate  necessity  for  so  doing,  as,  for  instance,,  to  prevent 
:a  collision  which  was  imminent,  their  Lordships  think  it  cannot  be 
^flaid  that  the  emergency  was  so  pressing,  or  the  measures  to  be 
adopted  so  plain,  that  they  were  not  justified  in  resorting  to  the 
tpilot  in  charge  of  the  ship  when  he  was  so  near  at  hand.  The 
•dangers  of  a  divided  command  are  great,  and  must  be  taken  into 
:account  in  dealing  with  questions  of  this  kind. 

The  relative  duties  of  the  crew  and  pilot  were  discussed  in  two 
cases,  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  7th  Moore.  The  first  is  the 
Ohri$tiana  (1).  In  that  case  Mr.  Baron  Parke^  in  giving  the 
judgment  of  the  Committee,  says:  ^^The  duties  of  the  master 
and  the  pilot  are  in  many  respects  clearly  defined.  Although  the 
pilot  has  charge  of  the  ship,  the  owners  are  most  clearly  responsible 
to  third  persons  for  the  sufficiencies  of  the  ship  and  her  equip- 
ments, the  competency  of  the  master  and  crew,  and  their  obedience 
ito  the  orders  of  the  pilot  in  everything  that  concerns  his' duty, 
and  under  ordinary  circumstances  we  think  that  his  commands  are 
to  be  implicitly  obeyed.  To  him  belongs  the  whole  conduct  of  the 
navigation  of  the  ship,  to  the  safety  of  which  it  is  important  that 
the  chief  direction  should  be  vested  in  one  only."  Then  there 
being  a  question  about  the  neglect  to  set  the  stay  sail  and  jib 
•imder  the  circumstances  in  which  the  ship  was  placed,  the  learned 
-Judge  says :  **  The  pilot  has  unquestionably  the  sole  direction  of 
the  vessel  in  those  respects  where  his  local  knowledge  is  presum- 
ably required.    The  direction,  the  course,  the  manoeuvres  of  the 

(1)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  171. 

3  2  H  2 
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veBsel  when  sailing  belong  to  him ;  and  the  Trinity  Masters  there* 
fore  rightly  decided  that  the  neglect  to  set  the  stay  sail  and  jib, 
after  the  Christiana  was  driven  from  her  anchorage,  was  the  &nlt 
of  the  pilot  alone.  It  was  also  his  sole  duty  to  select  the  proper 
anchorage  place  and  mode  of  anchoring  and  preparing  for  anchor* 
ingy  as  was  held  to  be  clear  in  the  case  of  The  CHpuf  King  (1)^ 
And  in  the  case  of  The  Loehlibo  (2),  Lord  Kinffsdovm,  in  giving  the 
judgment  of  the  Committee  in  that  case,  it  being  a  question 
whether  the  vessel  ought  to  have  sailed  through  the  Dotims,  says: 
'*  It  was  contended  at  the  bar  that  in  this  case  the  impropriety  of 
sailing  through  the  Downs  was  so  manifest  that  the  captain  onght 
to  have  refused,  in  spite  of  the  pilot's  opinion,  to  permit  the  ship 
to  proceed,  but  we  cannot  assent  to  this.  It  would  be  very  danger* 
ous  to  hold  that  there  can  be  any  divided  authority  in  the  ship 
with  reference  to  the  same  subject;  and  whether  the  ship  was  to 
anchor  or  to  proceed  was  a  matter  which  we  think  belonged  ex- 
clusively to  the  pilot  to  decide.'* 

Their  LordshipSi  therefore,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  as 
regards  this  point  of  blame,  none  is  properly  imputable  to  the 
crew*  Being  of  this  opinion,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  further  point  urged  by  the  Bespondent's  counsel,  namely,  that 
this  default,  if  established,  was  too  remote  from,  the  immediate 
cause  of  the  collision  to  render  the  Bespondents  liable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  it.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  in  the  intenral 
between  the  time  when  the  vessel  parted  from  her  anchor  and  the 
collision  she  was  under  the  control  of  the  pilot,  who  might,  if  he 
had  employed  the  engine  power  at  his  command,  have  given  her 
a  new  and  independent  course  which  would  have  avoided  the 
eollision. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and 
this  appeal  dismissed,  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  W.  W.  Wynne. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Gregory ,  RowcUffes,  &  Co. 

(1)  2  Wm.  Rob.  687.  *  (2)  7  Moore's  P.  0.  CaseB,  43a 
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OVIDE  ANTOINE  EICHER Appellant  ;         J.  0 .♦ 
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AND 

EDMOND  VOTER,  OSWALD  VOTER, 
SfiViiRE  VOTER,  GEORGE  CHAM- 
PAGNE,  AND  CORDELIA  VOTER,  his 
Wife;  CASIMIB  GILBAULT,  and 
ALBINA  PABM]fcLIA  VOTEB,  his  Wipe  ; 
JLNTD  ADOLPH  MAGNAN  (tutor  ad  hoe)  to 
ABTHfimSE  VOTEB  and  GEOBGIANA 
VOTEB,  Infants 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR 
LOWER  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

VivU  Code  of  Lower  Canada^JEsamtiala  to  Qift-^NegotiMe  InrirumenU 

A  bank  certificate  was  gi^en  in  the  following  form : — 

«<  MontrM,  7  Beptembre,  1863. 
"  A*  B.  a  dipoU  dans  oette  hanque  a  inUret  a  quatre  pour  cent  par  an^ 
la  9omme  de  deux  mUle  dollar$,  payable  h  Vordre  C,  D.,  lora  de  la  remise  du 
present  certificat,  Cette  somme  pour  porter  interet  devra  rester  au  moins 
4rois  mots  dans  cette  hanque,  et  U  porteur  de  ce  certiJUat  ne  pourra  la  rettrer 
^^apres  guime  Jours  d^avis^  Viniteret  eessant  dujour  de  cet  avis/* 

QumrSj  whether  this  was  a  negotiable  instrument  under  Art,  2349  of  the 
CivU  Code  of  Lower  Canada, 

Under  the  776th  Article  of  the  CivU  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  which  pro- 
vides that  gifts  of  moveable  property  accompanied  by  delivery  may  be 
onade  and  accepted  by  private  writings  or  verbal  agreements^  the  anterior 
possession  of  property  which  can  be  the  subject  of  don  manuel  is  equiva- 
lent to  delivery  at  the  time  of  the  gift,  although  the  former  possession  was 
for  another  purpose. 

The  maxim  of  the  French  law — possession  vaut  tiire — ^held  not  to  apply 
where  an  agent  held  possession  of  a  bank  deposit  certificate  standing  in  the 
name  of  his  principal,  and  bearing  the  principaFs  indorsement,  the  production 
of  which  certificate  was  required  by  the  bank  whenever  interest  was  paid. 

The  parol  testimony  of  witnesses  is  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  gift  in 
-certain  cases  coming  within  the  class  of  dons  manuds. 

In  cases  where  formal  authentication  by  notarial  act  is  dispensed  with,  the 
Court  will  not  support  a  gift  except  upon  plain  and  conclusive  evidence  of 


*  Present: — Sir  Jahes  W.  Colvile,  Sib  Babkes  Peaoogk,  Sis  MoKTAauE 
E.  Smith,  and.  Sib  Robket  P.  Collibb. 
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1874 


J,  Q,  the  agreement  to  give ;    especially  where  an  agent  sets  up  a   gift  from 

his  principal,  and  mainly  relies  for  proof  of  it  upon  the  posaearion  of  a 
document  which  may  have  been  originally  intrusted  to  him  for  the  purposes 
BioHXR  of  his  agency. 

--  **  Eeasons  given  by  a  Judge  of  a  Court  from  which  an  appeal  lies  to  the 

*  Privy  Council  ought  to  be  stated  publicly  at  the  hearing,  and  oommunioated 

to  the  Begistrar  of  the  Privy  CoundL 

Their  Lordships  will  not  look  at  notes  merely  communicated  to  one  of  the 
parties. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  Her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  for  LofweT  Canada,  whereby  the  Appellant  wsfr 
condemned  to  pay  to  the  Bespondents  the  sum  of  $2061.37^ 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  7th  day  of  June,  1867,  until  perfisct 
payment. 

The  Appellant,  who  was  an  advocate  by  profession,  was  a  grandson 
of  a  certain  M.  Antaine  Yoyer  and  of  his  wife,  and  managed  their 
affidrs.  After  the  death  of  Antoine  Yoyer ^  his  widow,  to  whom  he 
had  bequeathed  all  his  property,  appointed  the  Appellant,  by  a 
deed  of  procuration,  dated  the  19th  of  January,  1859,  to  be  her 
procurator  or  attorney  for  all  and  every  purpose  {^ocwrefwr  gefMfrd 
d  spScial),  and  expressly  empowered  him  on  her  behalf  and  in  her 
name,  among  other  things,  to  demand  [and  receive  all  money 
which  should  belong  to  her,  whether  capital  or  interest,  rents  or 
other  sums,  and  to  bring  and  discontinue  actions  in  Courts  of 
law,  and  generally  to  administer  her  property  and  to  act  in  all 
matters  relating  thereto  in  as  full  a  manner  as  she  herself  could 
have  done. 

The  Appellant,  as  such  agent,  on  the  7th  of  September,  1863, 
deposited  at  interest  with  the  Banque  du  Peuple,  at  Manirealr 
the  sum  of  $2000  belonging  to  his  grandmother,  and  received 
from  the  said  bank  a  deposit  certificate,  of  which  the  following  is^ 
a  translation : — 

**  No.  249.    La  Banque  du  Peupte^  Manireal. 

**  7th  September,  1863. 
'*  0.  A.  Bieher,  Esq.,  has  deposited  in  this  bank  at  interest  at 
4  per  cent,  per  annum  the  sum  of  $2000  dollars,  payable  to 
the  order  of  Dame  Marie  Anne  Sie.  Marie  [this  was  the  maiden 
name  of  Madame  Voyer,  and  appears  to  have  been  her  legal  desig- 
nation], upon  the  surrender  of  the  present  certificate.    This  sum^ 


V. 
VOYIB. 
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in  order  to  bear  interest  must  remain  at  least  three  months  in  j.  c. 

this  bank,  and  the  bearer  of  this  certificate  will  only  be  able  to  i874 

draw  it  out  after  fifteen  days*  notice,  the  interest  ceasing  from  the  bk^ 
day  of  such  notice." 

Some  time  in  the  same  year,  1863,  Madame  Vayer  wrote  her 
name  across  the  back  of  the  certificate,  and  from  that  time  down 
to  the  time  of  her  death,  and  thenceforth  until  it  was  paid  by  the 
bank,  it  was  always  in  the  possession  of  the  Appellant  and  in  his 
own  house. 

Madame  Voyer  died  on  the  19th  of  April,  1867,  and  the  Appel- 
lant, as  the  bearer  of  the  said  certificate  of  deposit,  demanded 
from  the  said  bank  payment  of  the  said  deposit  and  interest  on 
the  7th  of  June,  1867 ;  and  upon  proof  of  the  signature  of  the  said 
Madame  Voyer,  and  after  satisfying  the  bank  that  the  said  deposit 
fas  not  disposed  of  by  her  will  or  codicil,  giving  to  the  bank  his 
own  cheque  for  $61.37,  being  the  amount  of  interest  then  due  on 
the  deposit,  and  indorsing  the  certificate  in  his  own  name,  the 
Appellant  received  the  sum  of  $2061.37,  being  the  total  amount 
of  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  said  deposit  certificate.  This 
sum  the  Appellant  claimed  to  retain  as  his  own. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  30th  of  November,  1859,  Madame  Voyer 
gave  certain  lands  and  a  sum  of  money,  the  usufruct  thereof  to  be 
enjoyed  by  her  daughter,  Madame  Rieher  (the  Appellant's  mother), 
daring  her  life,  and  the  absolute  interest  thereof  to  belong,  after 
her  decease,  to  her  children,  including,  in  express  terms,  the 
AppeUant.  The  said  testatrix  further  gave  to  her  said  daughter 
absolutely  certain  furniture,  and  then  devised  to  the  Appellant 
absolutely  a  parcel  of  land  in  Montreal^  in  order,  as  she  declared, 
to  recompense  him  for  the  services  which  he  had  rendered  to  her 
and  to  her  said  late  husband,  and  as  a  token  of  gratitude  for 
the  same  {jpour  le  rScompenser  des  services  qu^il  m*a  rendua  et 
qu'S  a  vendue  a  mon  defwni  mart,  et  pour  lui  en  temoigner  ma 
reconnaisaance). 

The  testatrix  further  gave  certain  lands  for  the  use  of  her 
daughter,  Madame  Beaudry,  during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease 
to  her  children,  in  equal  shares  absolutely,  and  the  usufruct  of 
certain  other  lands  to  the  grandchildren  of  the  testatrix — children 
of  her  deceased  son,  Antoine  TotMsaint  Voyer^  viz. :  the  JElespon- 
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J.  0.        dents,  Edmotid  Voyer,  Oswald  Voyer^  Severe  Vayer,  CordSia  Voyer, 

1874        ABnna  FarmMia  Vayer^  ArthSmise  Voyer,  and  Oearffiana  Voyer,  and 

KicHBR      Emery  Voyer  (since  deceased  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix)  during 

VoYEB.      ^^^^^  respective  lives. 

' Madame  Voyer  also  by  her  will  gave  to  Amanda  Voyer  sister 

of  the  said  Bespondents,  daring  her  life  the  income  of  £250 
Canadian  currency,  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  Banque 
du  Peujple  beloDging  to  her,  the  testatrix ;  and  after  the  death  of 
the  said  Amanda  Voyer,  she  bequeathed  the  capital  of  the  said 
£250  (currency)  stock,  to  the  children  of  the  said  Amanda  Voyer, 
and  in  case  she  should  leave  no  issue,  then  to  her  brothers  and 
sisters  absolutely :  and  she  further  directed  her  executor  to 
purchase  £250  (currency)  stock,  to  be  settled  on  AvUa  Voyer, 
brother  of  the  said  Respondents,  for  his  life,  and  his  children 
after  his  decease  in  like  manner,  and  provided  that  in  case  he 
should  leave  no  issue  the  said  last  mentioned  stock  should  be 
divided  among  his  brothers  and  sisters  equally. 
•  The  testatrix  by  her  will  expressly  declared  that  none  of  the 
persons  to  whom  she  had  given  usufructuary  interests  should  be 
able  to  alienate  or  incumber  the  same  under  any  pretext,  and  she 
appointed  the  Appellant  executor  of  her  said  Will. 

The  said  Madame  Voyer,  by  a  deed  of  gift,  dated  the  19th  of 
February,  1863,  conveyed  to  the  Appellant  absolutely  the  said 
parcel  of  land  devised  to  him  by  her  said  will,  which  was  worth 
about  £1000  or  £1200  (currency).  By  this  deed,  Madame  Voyer 
declared  that  such  gift  was  in  recompense  for  services  rendered  to 
her  late  husband  and  herself  by  their  said  grandson  (pour  rSeom- 
penser  le  dU  Ovide  Antoine  Bicker  dee  services  qu^il  a  vendue  a  la 
dUe  donatrice  et  au  ditfeu  Antoine  Voyer,  et  pour  luientimoiffnerta 
reconnaissance). 

On  the  1st  of  December,  1865,  Madame  Voyer  made  a  codicil  to 
her  will,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  she  had  given  a  sum  of  money 
to  Avdina  Richer,  the  sister  of  the  Appellant,  she  declared  that 
that  sister  should  not  share  with  the  other  children  of  Madame 
Richer  in  the  gifts  made  to  such  children  by  the  said  will,  but  in 
all  other  respects  the  said  testatrix  confirmed  her  said  will. 
Madame  Voyer  died  on  the  17th  of  April,  1867,  without  having 
revoked  or  altered  her  will,  except  so  far  as  the  same  was  altered 
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by  the  codicil  thereto,  leaving  all  the  persons  named  in  her  will  as  j.  c. 
devisees  and  legatees  her  surviving,  except  her  grandson  Emery  i874 
Vayer,  who  had  died  in  her  lifetime.  rtcheb 

The  Appellant,  by  deed,  duly  registered,  and  dated  the  24th  of      ^  *- 
April,  1867,  renounced  the  executorship  of  the  will.  

The  action  which  gave  rise  to  this  appeal  was  commenced  by 
the  Bespondents  as  Plaintiffs,  against  the  Appellant  as  Defendant, 
on  the  28th  of  April,  1868,  to  recover  from  him  the  said  sum  of 
12061.37,  with  interest  thereon,  from  the  7th  of  June,  1867. 
The  declaration  in  the  action,  besides  stating  shortly  the  said  will, 
alleged  that  the  Mdmes.  Bieher  and  Beaudry  (therein  called 
Anathaiie  Voyer  and  Tharsile  Voyer),  the  daughters  of  the  testatrix, 
had  accepted  the  gifts  made  in  their  favour  and  had  been  put  into 
possession  thereof  under  the  will,  thereby  in  effect  renouncing  their 
title  as  heirs  of  the  testatrix ;  and  that  for  this  reason,  and  in  con* 
sequence  of  various  events  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  the  fiespon* 
dents  were  her  only  heirs;  and  it  claimed  both  principal  and 
interest  as  part  of  the  estate  of  Madame  Vayer. 

The  case  made  by  the  Appellant  (irrespective  of  an  objection  to 
the  suit  being  brought  in  the  absence  of  Mesdames  Bieher  and 
Beojudry)  was,  that  he  had  managed  for  many  years  without  salary 
the  pecuniary  affairs  of  his  grandfather  and  of  his  grandmother, 
giving  up  his  profession  for  the  purpose  soon  after  the  date  of  the 
deed  of  procuration ;  that  the  indorsement  and  delivery  to  him  of  the 
certificate  was  intended  by  Madame  Voyer  to  pass,  and  did  pass, 
the  beneficial  interest  in  the  deposit  money  to  him  for  his  own 
benefit;  that  he  upon  four  occasions,  viz.: — ^the  9th  of  March, 
1864,  and  the  16th  of  Januarj^  the  9th  of  March  and  the  19th  of 
December,  1866,  drew  from  the  bank  interest  due  upon  the  deposit, 
and  applied  the  same  to  his  own  use,  without  accounting  for  the 
same  to  Madame  Voyer. 

He  also  alleged  (and  adduced  some  evidence  in  support  of  the 
statement)  that  all  the  documents  belonging  to  Madame  Voyer 
were  kept  by  her  up  to  the  time  of  her  death  in  the  house  where 
«he  was  residing,  namely,  that  of  Madame  Bieher ^  who  produced 
them,  and  they  were  not  in  the  possession  or  custody  of  the 
Appellants,  whereas  the  certificate  was  in  his  possession;  that 
the  banker's  certificate  was  by  mercantile  custom  r^;arded  as  a 
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J.  0.       negotiable  instrument  transferable  by  indorsement;  tbat  Madame 

1874        Vayer  and  her  husband  had  received  much  aid  from  the  Appellant, 

1^^^      and  had  much  affection  for  him,  and  that  Madame  Vayer*$  mind 

^  *•         was  strong  to  the  last    One  of  the  witnessesy  M.  Btbaud,  deposed 

that  Madame  V&ifer  had  declared  that  she  had  abandoned  the 

certificate  and  the  deposit  money  in  question  in  fi&TOur  of  the 
Appellant  to  recompense  him  for  his  services,  and  no  longer  claimed 
any  property  in  the  document  which  he  had  in  his  hands.  An 
objection  was  raised  to  the  admissibility  of  M.  Bibaud^s  evidence^ 
as  tending  to  prove  by  parol  facts  which  under  the  Canadian  lair 
are  not  capable  of  being  so  proved.  This  objection  will  be  noticed 
below. 

The  Appellant  objected  to  the  saity  that  all  the  heirs  of  Madame 
Vayer  were  not  parties  to  it ;  that  Mesdames  Bicker  and  Bewud/ry^ 
who  were  absent,  were  to  be  reckoned  among  the  heirs. 

The  Bespondents,  suing  as  the  heirs  of  Madame  YoyeTf  insisted 
in  effect  that  the  Appellant  had  .possession  of  the  certificate  not 
as  owner  but  merely  as  attorney  for  his  grandmother,  and  that 
her  indorsement  and  signature  were  necessary  to  enable  liim  as 
such  attorney  to  draw  the  interest  accruing  due  on  the  deposit; 
that  the  instrument  was  not  negotiable,  and  the  deposit  could  only 
be  made  the  subject  of  gift  with  the  formalities  prescribed  bylaw,, 
which  had  not  been  observed ;  that  no  such  gift  ifiier  vivos  as  was^ 
alleged  by  the  Appellant  was  ever  made  to  him,  and  that  the  parol 
evidence  tendered  by  him  was  not  receivable  by  law ;  that  his 
services  had  been  amply  rewarded  by  the  gift  of  land;  that  the  Appel* 
lant  had  borrowed  money  at  8  per  cent,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
houses  on  the  land  given  him  by  Madame  Voyer^  which  would  not 
have  been  done  by  him  while  interest  was  running  on  the  deposit 
at  the  rate  of  4  per  cent,  only,  if  he  had  regarded  himself  as  the 
owner  of  the  deposit  of  $2000. 

The  Appellant  being  examined  on  interrogatories  by  the  Bespon- 
dent  deposed  that  since  the  gift  of  the  land  to  him  he  had  enjoyed 
the  income  thereof,  and  built  houses  thereon,  at  a  cost  of  $4758, 
as  shewn  by  the  building  contract  therewith  filed  as  part  of  his 
answer,  and  that  he  had  not  borrowed  any  money  except  |1200 
which  he  borrowed  when  the  houses  were  being  built,  at  8  per  cent, 
interest ;  that  his  grandfather  had  never  given  him  any  presents 
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except  small  sumsy  not  amounting  to  $300  in  the  'wholei  and       J.  a 
paying  for  part  of  his  college  education  in  like  manner  as  he  (the       1874 
grandfather)  had  done  for  others  of  his  grandchildren,  including      bicbsb 
some  of  the  Eespondents ;  that  before  the  7th  of  September,  1863,      yom, 
he  (the  Appellant)  had  not  received  any  gifts  from  Madame  Vatfer       — 
except  the  said  land  and  about  $200 ;  and  that  he  had  never 
accounted  to  her  for  the  interest  received  by  him  on  the  deposit^ 
but  had  on  the  first  occasion  of  his  drawing  part  thereof,  and  in 
order  to  please  her,  offered  her  the  amount,  when  she  answered 
^  keep  it,  it  is  yours," 

The  ^  Superior  Court "  on  the  6th  of  June,  1868,  dismissed  the 
Bespondents'  action  with  costs,  but  the  Court  of  Bevision  on  the 
27th  of  February,  1869,  decreed  in  favour  of  the  Eespondents, 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  first  instance,  and  on  a 
further  appeal  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Lower  Qmada  on 
the  7th  of  November,  1870,  upheld  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Bevision. 

The  material  part  of  the  reasons  assigned  for  the  judgment  of 
Mr.  Justice  Oaron,  in  which  the  other  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  concurred,  were  as  follows : — 

*^Je  pen9e  qw  h  jugement  de  la  Cour  de  BSvman  devraU  iire 
eonfirmS^  ei  le  Difendeur  eondamne  a  remettre  la  somme  rielamSe. 
Mes  raiaans  sani : 

''  1.  L*endo88ement  du  certifieai  de  depot,  fait  le  jour  meme  de  ee 
dSpdt,  ne  presage  pas  un  don,  mats  bien  un  moyen  de  meltre  le 
deposani  en  etat  de  recevoir  les  inierMs  ^  meswre  quails  seraient 
dU. 

''  2.  Gel  endosaemeni  fait  peu  de  temps  apres  un  don  eonsidirahle 
de  terrain  (£1500)  fait  par  Dame  Voyer  a  r Appelant  en  rieompense 
de  see  servtees. 

"  3.  La  banque  prouve  que  Fendossement  itait  neeessaire  pour 
rautoriser  d  recevoir  les  intirets. 

^  4.  Si  r argent,  produisant  4  pour  cent,  lui  appartenait^pourquoi 
ne  pas  le  retirer  au  lieu  Semprunter  pour  hdtir  a  raison  de  8  pour 
cent,  oomme  il  est  prouvS  quHl  a  fait  1 

^*  Sans  cda  U  etait  hien  deja  rieompense  de  ees  services. 

**5.  Ha  depose  comme proeureur,  e*itait  a  lui  d etablir  h change^ 
menl  dans  son  iitre  et  sa  position. 


yOY£B. 
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J.  C.  '^  UencUmemerU  seul  et  dinui  cTexplieaiian  na  pas  eet  effel. 

1874  **  6.  Ce  nest  que  longtemps  apres  le  dedes  qu*il  fait  eonnaiire 

•^^^      M8  pritentianSy  tenues  secretes  Jusque  Id,  et  qyHl  retire  son  dipol  de  la 
lanque. 
^  7.  La  preuve  de  Bibaud  est  inadmissible,  iUiffdle  et  insuffisanie, 
^  8.  Aucune  autre  preuve  du  don. 

^  9.  Que  sous  iautes  les  eireanstanees  pour  reusrir,  U  Bifeniewr 
aurait  du  prodtdre  une  toute  autre  preuve  que  cdls  qu*il  a  produUeJ' 

Her  Mdjesty  in  Council  having  granted  to  the  Appellant  leave 
to  appeal  against  this  decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  the 
appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  A  Wills,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wes£lake,  Q.C.,  for  the  Appellant:— 

It  is  in  evidence  that  the  Appellant  rendered  valuable  serviaee 
to  Madame  Voyer,  that  she  was  attached  to  him,  and  said  that 
she  would  reward  him,  €uid  said  that  she  had  given  him  the 
fund  represented  by  the  certificate;  which  was  not  an  excesBive 
gift.  Her  mental  faculties  were  strong.  The  proof  of  the  gift 
is  complete.  There  is  indeed  no  evidence  to  shew  precisely  when 
the  gift  was  made,  for  the  Appellant  was  placed  at  great  dis- 
advantage by  the  enforcement  of  the  rules  of  the  Lower  Canada 
Code  of  CivU  Procedure,  Arts.  251, 271,  under  which  he  was  merely 
examined  upon  interrogatories,  and  was  not  allowed  to  give  his 
own  evidence  fully  or  to  explain  himself.  But  the  delivery  and 
indorsement  are  certain,  and  it  appears  from  the  facts»  as  well  as 
parol  evidence,  that  they  were  made  by  way  of  gift.  It  is  laid 
down  in  the  Civil  Code  Lower  of  Canada,  Arts.  1238,  53,  that 
parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  unless  there  has  been  a  com- 
mencement of  proof  in  writing.  But  these  articles  are  in  the 
chapter  on  Obligations,  and  parol  is  not  excluded  in  such  questions 
as  this,  of  gift.  (Arts.  1706  and  761) ;  but  even  supposing  Arts. 
12,  33,  and  53,  to  be  applicable,  a  sufficient  commencement  of 
proof  is  made  in  this  case :  Touttier,  vol.  ix.,  pp.  81-3 ;  Bonnier, 
Traite  des  Preuves  [2nd  Ed.],  p.  134 ;  Pothier,  vol  ii.,  p.  430 
[Ed.  Buffnet] ;  the  issue  being  whether  the  dollars  belong  to  the 
.  Plaintiff  or  to  the  Defendant,  the  indorsement  of  Madame  Voyer 
is  a  commencement  of  proof  in  writing.   Article  776  of  the  Lower 
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Canada  Code  does  proride  for  a  verbal  gift  with  delivery  (1).  ^'  ^^ 
Articles  777  and  795,  of  gifts  inter  vivoB,  refer  to  gifts  by  deed,  i^^ 
and  both  are  taken  bodily  from  the  Code  NapolSon,  Bighkb 

According  to  PothteTf  the  delivery  of  the  thing  given  is  re-  yona 
qnired  by  law,  not  to  insnre  pablicity,  but  irrevocability :  Pothier^  — 
vcL  i,  pp.  351, 359 ;  vol.  viii.,  pp.  373, 377.  The  Code  Napol4an  pre« 
scribes  the  employment  of  notarial  acts  in  making  a  gift,  but  the 
commentators  say  that  this  does  not  affect  the  old  French  common 
law,  which  makes  a  gift  good  without  notary  or  formalities.  Denuh 
hnibe  on  Art.  931  of  the  Code  NapdUon.  The  old  maxim  em- 
bodied in  the  Code  Napoleon^  Art.  2279,  poseeaeion  vatU  iUre^  is 
referred  to  by  every  text- writer. 

It  will  be  said  that  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  Gift  is  Con- 
tract, bat  that  is  only  where  there  is  something  to  be  performed 
and  an  obb'gation  results  from  the  gift.  The  formalities  which  the 
CSanadian  law  prescribes  in  the.  case  of  gifts  do  not  apply  to 
things  merely  moveable,  such  as  negotiable  instruments;  and 
there  is  evidence  that  these  certificates  are  regarded  as  negotiable 
instruments,  passing  of  course  by  indorsement  and  delivery.  All 
the  attributes  of  commercial  paper  have  been  established  in 
the  first  instance  by  evidence  of  castom,  and  here  is  ample 
evidence  of  the  negotiability  of  the  certificate,  and  it  is  not  con- 
tradicted :  Waiihman  v.  Meee  (2)  ;  Walheir  v.  Boberis  (3) ;  Wood- 
hams  V.  AngUhAwtndian  Company  (4) ;  Wood  v.  Dean  (5) ;  Ham- 
fnond  V.  Smiih  (6). 

The  interest  no  doubt  is  only  to  be  paid  on  condition  that  the 
deposit  continues  for  three  months  certain,  and  the  interest  ceases 
for  the  fifteen  days  between  notice  and  payment,  but  there  is  no 
imcertainty,  and  the  latter  stipulation  only  makes  it  payable  fifteen 
days  after  sight.  It  is  always  implied  in  a  promissory  note  that 
it  shall  be  presented  in  order  to  get  the  money.  There  is  no 
promise  to  pay  interest  except  when  the  note  is  paid  off;  but  the 

(1)  "  Deeds  containing   gifts  inter  be  made  and  accepted  by  private  writ- 

vivos  must,  under  pain  of  nullity,  be  ings  or  verbal  agreements." 
executed  in  notarial  form,  and  tbe  ori-         (2)  1  G.  &  K.  35. 
ginal  thereof  be  kept  of  record.    The         (3)  G.  Sc  M.  590. 
acceptance  must  be  made  in  the  same         (4)  3  Giff.  238.  \ 

form.      Gifts    of   moveable    property         (5)  3  B.  &  S.  101. 
accompanied  by  delivery  may,  however,         (6)  33  Beav.  452. 
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J.  G.       bank  did  actnally  pay  it  half-yearly.    Cheques  are  not  subject  to 
1874       the  law  6f  donations,  because  they  are  a  mere  authority  to  pay: 

Bicms      P<x,f"9an8  on  Promissory  Notes  and  Bills  of  Exchange,  voL  L  p.  26. 

_  V*  The  money  itself  was  in  the  bank  and  could  not  be  delivered,  bnt 
— "  the  Appellant  was  put  in  possession  as  far  as  it  was  possible,  for 
he  was  then  able  to  take  the  money  out  of  the  bank.  The  instru- 
ment of  procuration  would  have  enabled  the  Appellant  to  draw  the 
interest,  so  that  indorsement  was  not  necessary  unless  a  gift  was 
intended. 

The  time  of  the  gift  is  immaterial.  The  presumption  is  that 
it  took  place  at  the  time  of  the  indorsement  and  delivery;  but 
even  if  it  was  first  indorsed  to  the  Appellant  as  manager  only, 
and  Madame  Vayer  afterwards  gave  it  to  him  for  himself,  the  gift 
is  equally  good.  The  direction  of  the  proprietor  can  change  the 
cause  of  possession ;  that  which  a  person  has  begun  to  hold  as 
manager  he  may  retain  as  owner. 

The  Bespondents  are  not  the  only  heirs  of  Madame  VoyeTf  the 
testatrix.  Mesdames  Bieher  and  Beaudry  were  among  her  next  of 
kin,  and  have  not  renounced  the  inheritance,  unless  that  is  the 
leigal  effect  of  their  having  accepted  their  legacies.  The  incom- 
patibility of  the  characters  of  heir  and  legatee  is  deduced  from  the 
Code  OivH  of  Lower  Canada,  Art.  712,  which  was  new  law  intro* 
duced  by  the  Code^  and  is,  in  fact,  a  textual  reproduction  of  Art 
843  of  the  Code  NapoUon,  Merliny  Questions  de  Droit,  vo,  *  Bapporl 
a  Sueoession^  shews  that  notwithstanding  the  terms  of  the  last- 
cited  article,  the  testator's  intention  to  allow  the  combination  of 
the  character  of  the  heir  and  legatee  is  permitted  in  France  to  be 
deduced  from  the  context  of  the  will,  and  that  it  would  be  deduced 
from  the  context  of  such  a  will  as  this.  The  Canadian  Parliament 
must  be  supposed  to  have  adopted  the  article  together  with  the 
known  French  interpretation  of  it. 

Mr.  Waihin  Williams,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  FuOertony  for  the  Be- 
spondents : — 

The  instrument  was  not  negotiable,  and  the  property  could  not 

*  be  transferred  to  the  Appellant,  except  in  the  manner  prescribed 

by  the  Code,  especially  considering  that  he  was  the  owner's  man 

of  business ;  if  not  negotiable,  it  was  a  mere  authority  to  recover 
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money,  and  could  only  pass  with  the  formalities  required  in  gifts       J.  C. 
of  immoveable  property,  and  aU  the  banker's  eyidenee  is  consistent       i874 
with  the  view  that  it  was  a  bare  authority,  a  certificate  of  the      bictbb 
existence  of  a  deposit  not  to  be  withdrawn  without  notice :  PaUeraon 
V.  Poindexter  (1). 

By  Art  776,  the  gift  must  be  accompanied  by  delivery — ^mere 
possession  is  not  enough.  Delivery  could  only  be  made  according 
to  the  forms  of  law,  which  are  strict.  The  delivery  was  made  to 
the  Appellant  merely  as  agent  and  manager,  and  there  is  nothing 
to  shew  that  the  custody  ever  assumed  a  different  character. 

No  notice  of  any  transfer  was  ever  given  to  the  bank.  After  the 
lady's  death  the  bemk  naturally  deferred  payment  till  they  could 
learn  whether  the  $2000  had  been  disposed  of  by  her  will  This 
«hews  that  they  did  not  regard  the  property  as  transferred  to  the 
Appellant  by  the  indorsement.  The  possession  of  the  Appellant 
as  agent  could  not  be  privately  changed  to  possession  on  his  own 
account. 

The  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible,  as  no  foundation  is  laid  for 
it,  and  even  if  admitted,  it  does  not  prove  a  present  gift  It  only 
states  that  she  spoke  of  having  given  him  the  property,  and  is  quite 
indefinite.  The  Judges  rather  set  aside  the  parol  evidence  of  the 
gift  as  inapplicable,  than  excluded  it  as  inadmissible,  and  they 
disregarded  the  commercial  evidence  that  the  instrument  was 
negotiable. 

The  spirit  of  the  Canadian  law  is  opposed  to  the  issue  of  paper 
•currency  by  the  banks. 

If  Madame  Vayer  wanted  to  give  him  the  money,  she  might 
have  handed  it  to  him  instead  of  having  it  deposited  in  her  own 
name,  and  when  she  gave  it  to  him,  he  might  have  drawn  it  and 
re-deposited- it  in  his  own  name.  The  Appellant  was  her  sole 
manager,  and  it  is  not  shewn  how  he  rendered  his  accounts.  The 
assertion  of  the  Appellant  that  he  offered  the  first  interest  received 
by  him  to  Madame  Voyer,  is  inconsistent  with  the  statement- that 
she  had  before  that  time  given  him  the  money  represented  by  the 
^certificate ;  and  as  acceptance  is  essential  (2)  to  the  completion  of 
a  gift,  it  proves  that  he  had  not  accepted  the  gift,  if  offered  pre- 

(1)  6  Watt's  and  Sargent's  Pennsylvania  Rep.  227. 
(2)  Low.  Can.  Ciyil  Code,  776. 
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J.  C.       Tiously  on  the  occasion  of  her  indorsing  the  instrument,  and  he 

1874       only  represents  her  as  having  told  him  to  keep  the  interest,  not 

-gl^^^      the  capital.    His  borrowing  $1200  at  8  per  cent  while  the  $2000 

V*         was  yielding  only  4  per  cent,  shews  that  he  did  not  regard  the 

$2000  as  his  own.    Although  he  held  a  power  of  attorney  which 

might  haye  entitled  him  to  receive  the  interest,  yet  the  bank  may 
for  their  own  satisfaction  have  desired  to  have  Madame  Voyer'» 
signature.  The  deposit  was  made  on  the  7th  of  September,  1863,  only 
half  a  year  after  the  land  had  been  given  to  him  by  a  formal  deed, 
expressly  by  way  of  recompense  for  his  services,  and  the  profits  of 
the  land  became  his  at  once. 

By  the  Canadian  law,  this  transaction  falls  under  the  head  of 
obligations,  and  therefore  parol  evidence  is  excluded  except  where 
there  is  a  commencement  of  proof  by  written  evidence.  Com« 
mencement  of  proof  must  be  some  evidence  in  favour  of  the  pro- 
position in  issue.  By  Article  808,  s.  4,  of  CivU  Code  of  Lower  Canada 
a  gift  need  not  be  registered  where  there  is  actual  delivery  and 
public  possession  of  it ;  but  the  Appellant  had  possession  only  as 
manager.  It  is  not  shewn  that  at  any  specific  period  the  nature 
of  his  possession  was  altered.  By  reason  of  the  rafport^  the  parties 
here  are  the  only  heirs;  the  other  heirs  having  accepted  their 
legacies  (1). 

Mr.  WiUs^  in  reply : — 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  gift  should  precede  the  delivery ; 
jBtoord,  vol.  i.  p.  238,  Nos.  891,  928 ;  Demolombe,  on  Donations, 
[3rd  Ed.],  vol.  iii.,  p.  72 ;  Code  Civil,  pp.  49,  67,  931.  As  to  bo^ 
rowing  $1200  at  8  per  cent*  while  the  $4000  were  lying  in  the 
bank,  it  is  not  uncommon  to  leave  particular  funds  untouched; 
probably  the  $1200  were  charged  upon  the  property.  It  appear^ 
from  the  factum  of  the  Appellant  that  he  had  to  borrow  $3200  in 
all,  and  that  he  actually  did  borrow  $1200.  He  required,  there- 
fore, the  amount  of  the  deposit  also,  and  he  probably  took  it  out 
of  the  bank  to  make  up  the  whole  sum.  The  Appellant  twice 
settled  accounts  personally  with  his  grandmother.  He  had  no 
papers  of  hers,  in  his  custody  besides  this  certificate.  Although 
she  had  presented  him  with  the  certificate,  he  might  have  offered 

(1)  See  further  the  two  last  paragraphs  of  the  judgment,  in/rOf  p.  480. 
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tke  interest  out  of  delicacy,  to  give  her  an  opportunity  of  recon-       J.  C. 
sidering  her  gift    The  law  of  registration,  Arts.  806|  808,  809,       1874 
2082,  applies  only  to  gifts  by  deed.    Parol  gifts  are  not  required      bi^r 
to  be  registered ;  and  even  where  registration  is  required,  the  want 
of  it  does  not  invalidate  the  transaction ;  but  merely  gives  priority 
to  those  which  are  registered  first. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 
Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  action  brought  by  the  heirs  of  Madame  Vayer  against 
M.  Busier 9  the  Appellant,  to  recover  a  sum  of  $2000^  deposited  on 
behalf  of  Madame  Vayer  in  the  Banque  du  Peuple  of  MotUreal, 
upon  a  certificate  of  deposit  payable  to  her  order,  and  which  sum 
the  bank  paid  to  the  Appellant  after  Madame  V(>yer*8  death. 

The  defence  was  that  Madame  Voyer  had  transferred  the  certi- 
ficate, which  was  said  to  be  a  negotiable  instrument,  to  the  Appel- 
lant^ by  indorsing  and  delivering  it  to  him  as  a  gift.  And  whether 
there  was  a  valid  gift  of  this  certificate  and  of  the  deposited  money 
is  the  principal  question  in  the  appeaL 

The  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  decided  this  question  in  favour 
of  the  Appellant»  and  dismissed  the  suit,  but  his  judgment  was 
reversed  by  the  unanimous  decision  of  three  Judges  in  the  Court 
of  Bevision,  which  was  affirmed  on  appeal  by  the  imanimous 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

The  Appellant  vras  a  grandson  of  Madame  Vayer.  He  was  an 
advocate,  and  had  managed  the  property  of  his  grandfather, 
M«  Vayer,  and,  after  his  death,  continued  to  manage  it  as  the 
agent  of  Madame  Vayer.  It  is  said  the  management  of  this  pro- 
perty, which  produced  a  yearly  income  of  £700  or  £800,  took  up 
much  of  his  timoi  and  there  is  no  reason  to  doubt  that  he  con- 
ducted it  to  the  satisfaction  of  both  his  grandfather  and  grand- 
mother. By  her  will,  dated  the  30th  of  November,  1859,  Madame 
Vayer  bequeathed  to  him  a  piece  of  building  land  at  Moi^irealj 
declaring  it  to  be  to  recompense  him  for  the  services  he  had  ren- 
dered  to  her  and  her  late  husbajid,  and  to  mark  her  gratitude  for 
them.  Some  time  afterwards  she  anticipated  this  bequest  by 
making  a  gift  of  the  land  to  the  Appellant  by  a  deed  in  due 

Vol.  V.  3  2  1 
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J.  0.       notarial  form.    This  deed  bears  date  the  19tfa  of  Febnuuy,  1863^ 

1874       and  contains  a  similar  declaration  to  that  in  the  will,  that  the  gift 

l^^s      ^^  made  to  recompense  the  Appellant  for  his  servioeSb 

-,  **  It  is  material  to  state  that^  soon  after  her  hnsband's  death, 

»—        Madame  Voyer^  by  a  deed  of  procuration,  dated  the  19th  of 

January,  1859,  appointed  the  Appellant,  whom  she  describes  as 

"  avocat  '*  to  be  her  ^^proet^eur  giniral  et  spMalf*  with  fall  power^ 

for  her  and  in  her  name,  to  manage  her  affairs  and  receive  moneys 

due  to  her. 

The  $2000  were  deposited  in  the  bank  by  the  Appellant,  as  the 
agent  of  Madame  Foy^,  on  the  7th  of  September,  1863.  The 
account  was  opened  in  her  name,  and  so  remained  up  to  the  time 
of  her  death. 

The  certiikate  of  deposit  is  as  follows : — [His  Lordship  here 
stated  the  terms  of  the  certificate  (1).] 

It  appears  from  indorsements  on  the  document  that  four  pay* 
ments  were  made  on  account  of  interest  in  Madame  Voyer^s  life- 
time* 
'  This  certificate  has  the  signature  of  Madame  Voyer  indorsed  on 

it,  and  it  is  not  disputed  that  it  was  handed  by  her  to  the  Appel* 
lant  so  indorsed.  The  time  when  this  was  done  does  not  appear ; 
but  there  is  a  reasonable  presumption  that  it  was  before  the  time 
when  interest  was  first  received,  viz.  the  9th  of  March,  1864^  since 
it  was  the  custom  of  the  bank  to  require  the  indorsement  before 
paying  it. 

It  is  stated  by  the  Appellant^  in  his  answer  to  intenogatories, 
that  he  neyer  accounted  to  Madame  Voyer  for  the  interest  on  the 
deposit,  and  there  is  no  eyidence  that  he  did ;  but  he  makes  a 
statement,  strongly  relied  on  by  the  Bespondents  as  inconsbtent 
with  his  assertion  of  an  absolute  gift,  to  the  efiect  that.^  when  the 
first  interest  was  received,  he  ofiered  it  to  Madame  Vcyer  with  the 
view  of  giving  her  pleasure,  and  she  answered,  **  Oard&^es,  ib  9mt 

It  appears  that  the  Appellant  built  houses  upon  the  land  given 
to  him,  and  required  money  to  pay  the  builder;  and  that  he 
borrowed  a  sum  of  $1200,  for  ^rtiioh  he  paid  interest  at  the  rate 
of  8  per  cent,  whilst  the  dq>06it  of  |2000,  which  he  alleges  to 

(1)  See  p.  462,  mpra^ 
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bave  beeu  Jm  own  money  by  his  gxandmo&er's  gift,  was  lying  in       J.  c. 
(he  bank  at  4  per  cent.  only.  1874 

Madame  Voyar  died  on  the  17th  of  April,  1867,  and  the  Appel-      r^^I^ 
lanl^fon  the  7th  of  June  following,  obtained  payment  of  the 
$2000  and  interest  from  the  bank. 

There  is  an  ^itire  absence  of  evidence  to  piOTe  what  took  place 
when  Madame  Vojfer  indorsed  the  certificate. 

JBefine  referring  to  the  questions  of  law  which  have  been 
aigued,  it  is  right  to  point  out  that  the  title  of  the  Appellant 
must  rest  aa  donation 'only.  His  services  may  supply  motives  for 
a  gift^  but  were  rendered  in  such  a  way  that  no  oontract  to  pay 
for  them  can  be  implied. 

The  776th  Article  of  the  Code  relates  to  the  form  of  gifts  inier 
vipoi : — **  Deeds  containing  gifts  inier  ffivae  must,  under  pain  of 
nuUity,  be  executed  in  notarial  form,  and  the  original  thereof  be 
kept  of  reoordL  The  acceptance  must  be  made  in  the  same  form. 
Gifts  of  moveable  pt>perty  accompanied  by  delivery  may,  bow- 
ever,  be  made  and  accepted  by  private  writings  or  verbal  agree- 
ments.** 

There  being  no  notarial  instrument  of  gift,  the  AppeUant,  to 
establish  his  defence,  must  prove  two  things — (1)  a  delivery  of 
the  property,  and  (2)  an  agreement  of  gift. 

Chi  the  first  point  his  case  is,  that  the  certificate  is  a  negotiable 
instrument,  capable  of  being  the  subject  of  don  man/ud^  and  that 
his  poflsession  of  it,  indorsed  by  Madame  Voyer^  satisfies  the 
requirement  of  the  law  as  to  delivery. 

Much  discussi(m  took  place  at  the  Bar  on  the  true  nature  of 
this  document.  On  the  one  side  it  was  said  that  it  had  all  the 
attributes  of  a  promissory  note;  on  the  other,  that  it  was  an 
acknowledgment  cmly  of  the  deposit,  and  that  the  indorsement 
was  no  move  than  an  authority  to  the  holder  to  receive  the  moneys 
which,  unless  coupled  with  an  interest,  would  be  revokable.  It 
appeam  that  certificates  of  this  kind  are  in  common  use  amcmg 
bankers  in  Cbnoda  and  the  TJnUed  SiaieSf  and  considerable  dis- 
cttssioii  has  taken  place  in  those  countries  as  to  their  l^al  cha- 
racter. The  American  and  Canadian  law  does  not  apparentiy 
differ  from  that  of  England  with  respect  to  the  essential  qualities 
of  a  promissory  note.    Article  2344  of  the  Ccmada  Code  thus 
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J.  0.       defines  it : — "  A  promissory  note  is  a  written  promise  for  the  pay- 
1S74       ment  of  money  at  all  events,  and  without  any  condition.    It  most 
Bio^      contain  the  signature  or  name  of  the  maker,  and  be  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  specific  sum  of  money  only.    It  may  be  in  any  form  of 
words  consistent  with  the  foregoing  rules." 

The  word  ^  payable  "  in  the  certificate  in  question  unquestion- 
ably imports  a  promise  to  pay  the  sum  deposited,  and  interest  at 
4  per  cent,  and  "  a  Fardre  *"  are  the  apt  words  to  constitute  a  negoti- 
able instrument  transferable  by  indoisement  (see  Art  2286).  8o 
far  the  essential  attributes  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  are 
obtained ;  but  it  was  said  that  the  provisions  that  the  money  shooli 
not  carry  interest  unless  it  remained  at  least  three  months  in  the 
'bank,  and  that  the  holder  of  the  certificate  should  not  withdraw 
the  money  until  after  fifteen  days'  notice,  the  interest  ceasing  from 
the  day  of  notice,  imported  conditions  and  contingencies  incom- 
patible with  the  certainty  required  in  such  an  instrument  The 
answer  given  to  this  objection  was,  that  the  provision  as  to  interest 
only  prescribed  the  time  when  it  was  to  commence  and  cease ; 
and  that  the  stipulation  for  fifteen  days'  notice  introduced  no  more 
uncertainty  into  the  promise  than  occurs  in  a  bill  payable  so  many 
days  after  sight 

With  regard  to  authority,  the  Respondent's  Counsel  relied  on  a 
decision  in  Pennsylvania^  in  which  the  Court  held  that  certificates 
of  this  nature  are  not  negotiable :  Fatterwn  v.  Poindexkr  (1).  On 
the  other  hand,  the  Appellant's  Counsel  referred  to  an  American 
text  writer  of  high  authority,  Mr.  Pardons,  who,  in  his  Treatise  on 
Promissory  Notes  and  Bills  of  Exchange,  after  stating  that  certifi- 
cates of  this  nature  were  in  common  use  and  had  given  occadon  to 
much  discussion,  and  after  referring  to  numerous  cases  containing 
conflicting  decisions,  and  emong  them  PaUenon  v.  PofndMfer, 
says :  **  We  think  this  instrument  (of  which  he  gives  the  fi^m)  pos- 
sesses all  the  qualities  of  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  and  that 
seems  to  be  the  prevailing  opinion  "  (vol.  i.,  p.  26).  It  is  to  be 
observed,  however,  that  the  form  given  by  Mr.  Parsons  omits  the 
provisiims  as  to  interest  and  notice  which  appear  in  the  present 
certificate* 

From  the  evidence  given  by  bankers  and  others  who  were  called 

(1)  6  Watts  and  Sargent,  227. 
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in  this  case  to  prove  a  custom,  it  certainly  appears  that  these  cer-  J.  C. 
tificates  have  been  commonly  treated  as  transferable  by  indorse*  1874 
ment,  but  whether  with  recourse  to  the  indorser  does  not  appear.      Richbb 

If  it  were  essential  to  the  decision  of  this  appeal  to  determine      yq^b. 
the  vexed  question  of  the  nature  of  this  certificate,  it  would,  of       — 
course,  be  their  Lordships'  duty  to  do  so ;  but  in  the  view  they 
take  of  the  second  branch  of  this  case  they  are  relieved  from  this 
necessity.    It  is  enough,  therefore,  for  them  to  say  of  a  document 
not  in  use  in  England^  and  which  has  been  the  subject  of  conflicting 
decisions  in  Ameriea^  that  there  is  high  authority  in  favour  of  the 
Appellant's  construction  of  it,  and  they  will  assume,  in  dealing  . 
with  the  rest  of  the  case,  that  his  contention  on  this  point  is  well 
founded. 

It  was  farther  contended  for  the  Respondent  that  the  delivery 
was  ine&ctual  in  point  of  law,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  made 
some  time  before  the  alleged  gift,  and  with  another  object.  The 
point  was  fully  and  ably  discussed  at  the  Bar,  with  the  result  that 
it  appears  to  be  the  law  of  Canada  that  anterior  possession  of  pro- 
perty which  can  be  the  subject  of  '*  don  manud "  is  equivalent  to 
delivery  at  the  time  of  the  gift,  although  the  former  possession 
was  for  another  purpose.  (See  Richard^  Traite  dea  Danatians^ 
chap,  iv.,  sec.  2,  dist  1.) 

Demclomhe  is  very  clear  upon  this  point  He  says :  "  La  dona- 
tion manudle  pourraii  meme  s'op^er  sans  tradition  {^etiam  sine 
traditionSj  disait  Justinien),  si  cdui  auquel  le  propriitaire  de  cer- 
tains objets  mobUiers  veut  les  donner  se  trouvait  dSjd  en  possession  de 
COS  objets  a  un  autre  titre ;  la  seule  dkiaration  du  donateur  qu^U 
entend  les  hi  donner^  suffirait  sans  qu'il  fut  hesoin  d'en  dresser  tin 
aete ;  la  tradition^  en  effety  rieA  que  le  moyen  de  tramferer  la  posses- 
sion; et  oe  moyen  est  parfaitement  suppl4e  par  la  declaration  du 
propriitaire  qui  change  la  cause  de  la  possession  anterieure;  la 
donation  s'accomplU  done  alors  sans  tradition  mais  non  pas  certes  sans 
possession**  {Traite  de  Donations,  vol.  iii.,  livre  iii.,  titre  2,  chap. 
4,  sec.  73.) 

Assuming,  then,  there  was  a  su£Bcient  delivery  of  the  certificate 
to  satisfy  the  requirement  of  the  law,  the  next  question  to  be  con- 
sidered iBf  whether  the  agreement  of  gift  is  proved.  On  this  point 
the  indorsement  and  delivery  are  equivocal  facts,  consistent  by 
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J.  c.       themselves  with  the  position  of  the  Appellant  either  as  agent  or 

1874        donee.    It  was,  indeed^  contended  that,  as  he  held  a  power  d 

BicHSB      attorney,  the  indorsement  was  not  required  to  enable  him  to 

YoTEB.      ^''^^^^^^  ^^6  interest,  bnt  the  bank,  notwithstanding  this  was  so, 

—       maj  have  desired  to  have  Madame  Voyer^B  own  signature. 

Mr.  Justice  Caron,  in  his  reasons,  has  tersely  stated  the  Appel- 
lant's position : — **  II  a  depaS  eomme  proeureur,  ied  d  hA  a  Uciiit 
le  ehangiement  dans  son  tUre  d  m  positum.  Uendonement  md  el 
denuS  d^explieatian  n^a  pas  eet  effdJ* 

The  Appellant  attempted  to  prove  that  the  certificate  was  the 
(miy  document  of  Madame  Vw/er  he  had  in  his  poogoocdon,  and  that 
she  kept  all  others  in  her  own  custody.  The  evidence  of  this  fact 
is  weak ;  but,  assuming  it  to  be  proved,  it  would  not  conclusivriy 
negative  the  presumption  that  he  held  it  'as  her  agent.  It  is  plain 
the  bank  required  the  production  of  the  certificate  whenever  inte- 
rest was  paid,  to  enable  an  indorsement  of  the  payment  to  be 
made  upon  it.  Under  these  circumstances  the  maxim  of  the 
French  law  **la  possession  vaat  Htre^  cannot  be  invoked  with 
effect.  ^ 

The  evidence  of  the  gift  thus  becomes  reduced  to  the  testimony 
of  witnesses  who  speak  to  conversations  with  Madame  Voyer. 

Exception  was  taken  by  the  Respondents  in  the  Courts  bdow 
to  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence,  and  it  seems  to  have  been 
rejected ;  but  whether  on  the  ground  that  it  was  wholly  inadmis- 
sible, or  was  deemed  to  be,  when  examined,  irrelevant  as  aflbrding 
no  proof  of  a  present  gift,  does  not  appear. 

It  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  the  parol  testimony  of  witnesses 
is,  of  necessity,  admissible  to  prove  the  agreement  in  certain  cases 
coming  within  the  class  of  **  dons  numuds^  since  it  would  be  in- 
compatible with  the  law,  which  allows  such  gifts  to  be  made  by 
verbal  agreement,  to  exclude  the  only  evidence  by  which  such  an 
agreement  can  be  established. 

But,  assuming  the  testimony  given  in  this  case  to  be  fdlly 
admissible,  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is 
insufficient  to  prove  with  reasonable  certainty  that  an  absohite  gift 
of  this  property  was  ever  made  by  Madame  Voyer  to  the  Appellant 
The  witnesses  who  speak  to  the  conversations  do  not  prc^ess  to 
prove  words  of  present  gift.    The  utmost  that  can  be  contended 
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for  is,  that  they  give  evidenoe  of  statements  of  Madame  Voyefy       J.  O. 
whichi  it  is  said,  amount  to  an  acknowledgment  that  she  had  made       1S74 
it ;  but  these  statements  are  in  themselves  so  vague,  and  the  occar      biotib 
dons  on  which  they  were  made  are  so  indistinctly  described,  that      y^^l^L 

they  cannot  be  safely  relied  on  for  proof  of  the  gift,  especially       

when  they  are  not  supported  by  the  presumptions  which  arise  from 
other  fiEM^ts  appearing  in  the  case. 

In  the  first  place,  the  manner  of  the  deposit  is  opposed  to  the 
presumption  that  a  gift  of  it  was  made  at  that  time.  The  money 
was  deposited  in  the  name  of  Madame  Voyer^  and  the  account 
-opened  vrith  her.  It  is  not  clear,  from  the  Appellant's  statements, 
•at  what  subsequent  time  he  asserts  the  gift  to  have  been  made ; 
but  he  certainly  means  to  allege  it  was  before  the  first  interest  was 
received  by  him ;  if  this  be  so,  his  offer  to  pay  over  that  interest 
to  Madame  Vayer  is  unaccountable,  and  entirely  opposed  to  his 
pretension  that  an  absolute  gift  had  before  that  time  been  made 
and  accepted.  It  is  said  by  him  that  he  never  accounted  to 
Madame  Voyer  for  the  subsequent  interest,  but  the  manner  of  his 
accounting  with  her  is  not  shewn.  All  that  appears  is,  that  on  two 
occasions  after  the  deposit,  she  declared  herself  satisfied  with  the 
administration  of  her  affairs,  and  gave  him  formal  discharges  before 
•a  notary. 

Again,  it  does  not  seem  probable  that  the  gift  of  a  lai^e  sum  of 
money  should  have  been  made  to  the  Appellant  in  recompense,  as 
it  is  said,  of  his  services  so  soon  after  Madame  Voyer  had  given 
him  a  valuable  piece  of  land  to  reward  him  for  them,  or  that,  if  it 
were  intended,  the  Appellant,  who  knew  the  law,  should  be  con- 
tent to  rely  on  the  mere  indorsement  of  the  certificate  as  the  sole 
proof  of  the  new  gift. 

It  could  not  be  suggested  that  the  motive  of  the  gift  was  to 
•assist  the  Appellant  in  his  l)uilding  operations,  [for  the  ie^t  is 
i)eyond  dispute  that  he  borrowed  money  at  8  per  cent  for  this 
purpose,  wiiilst  this  money  remained  on  deposit  at  4  per  cent, 
only. 

Further,  he  neither  drew  out  the  money,  nor  changed  the 
account  to  his  own  name,  nor  gave  notice  to  the  bank  of  the  trans- 
fer in  Madame  V oyer's  lifetime.  It  is  difficult  to  suppose  that  he 
nvas  not  aware  of  the  importance  of  being  able  to  point  to  some 
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J.  c.       oyert  act  to  mark  a  change  of  posseasioiiy  especially  having  r^;ard 
1874       to  his  double  position  of  agent  and  donee ;  or  that  he  would  have 
BioHcn      neglected  to  take  some  step  with  that  object  if  he  had  obtained  an 
absolute  and  perfect  gift  of  the  money. 

Their  Lordships,  whilst  holding  that  the  eyidenoe  fails  to  esta- 
blish a  Talid  gift,  do  not  wish  to  exclude  the  supposition  that 
something  may  haye  passed  between  Madame  Voyer  and  the 
Appellant  which  led  him  to  take  a  sanguine  view  of  her  intention 
to  benefit  him.  But,  be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  obvious  that  in  cases 
where  formal  authentication  by  notarial  act  is  dispensed  with,  it 
would  be  dangerous  for  the  Courts  to  support  gifts  except  upon 
plain  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the  agreement ;  and  it  would  be 
especially  unsafe  to  do  so  where  an  agent  sets  up  a  gift  from  his 
principal,  and  mainly  relies  for  proof  of  it  upon  the  possession  of  a 
document  which  was,  or  at  least  may  have  been,  originally  entrusted 
to  him  for  the  purposes  of  his  agency. 

An  objection  has  been  raised  to  the  maintenance  of  the  action 
on  the  ground  that  all  the  heirs  of  Madame  Vayer  are  not  made 
parties  to  it ;  and  it  was  pointed  out  that  Madame  Bieher  and 
Madame  Beaudry,  two  of  her  daughters,  have  not  been  joined.  The 
answer  was  that  they  had  accepted  the  legacies  given  to  them  by 
Madame  Voyer's  will,  and  had  therefore  renounced  all  claims  as 
heirs  to  her  general  estate.  It  was  not  denied  that  this  would  be 
so  under  Articles  712  and  713  of  the  Code,  unless  the  legacies  had 
been  expressly  given  to  them  by  piefeienoe  and  beyond  their 
share.  There  is  clearly  no  direct  declaration  to  that  effect  in  thii 
will,  but  Mr.  WesUake  endeavoured  to  shew  by  the  authority  of 
some  French  decisions  collected  by  Merlin  in  his  work,  Queftiota 
du  Droit,  that  such  a  direction  might  be  inferred  from  the  words 
of  the  will  under  the  circumstances  of  this  succession.  Their 
Lordships  would  be  most  reluctant  to  dismiss  the  suit  for  want  of 
parties  at  this  final  stage,  unless  it  was  clearly  demonstrated  that 
they  ought  to  do  so.  It  is  enough  to  say  that  they  are  far  from 
being  satisfied  that  the  decisions  referred  to  have  the  effect  con- 
tended for,  or  that  their  authority  can  control  the  plain  words  of 
the  Code.  There  is  nothing  in  either  of  the  three  judgments  of 
the  Courts  in  CcModa  which  lends  any  support  to  the  objection ; 
and  if  the  point  was  really  argued  in  those  Courts,  the  learned 
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Judges  mnst  bare  considered  either  that  there  was  no  substance  J.  C. 
in  the  exceptioni  or  that  it  ought  to  have  been  taken  in  limine  by  1874 
a  dilatory  plea.  r^b 

Their  Lordships  think  it  right  to  notice  that  it  was  stated, 
during  the  argument,  by  the  Bespondents'  Counsel  that  the  agents 
who  instructed  him  had  obtained  from  one  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  notes  purporting  to  be  the  reasons  for  his 
judgment.  The  counsel  for  the  Appellant  loudly  complained  of 
this  preference,  and  if  the  statement  thus  made  be  accurate,  the 
complaint  was  justified.  '  It  was  stated  that  the  cause  assigned  for 
the  notes  not  having  been  sent  to  the  Registrar  as  required  by  the 
Bule  of  1845,  was  that  they  had  been  destroyed  in  a  fire,  ^liat- 
ever  may  be  the  case,  whether  the  notes  were  recovered-  or  re- 
written, it  is  obvious  that  the  omission  to  send  them  to  the 
Registrar,  and  allowing  one  only  of  the  parties  to  have  them,  was 
calculated  to  give  to  that  party  an  undue  advantage.  From  the 
notes  actually  sent  over  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  it  would 
appear  that  the  learned  Judge  referred  to  had  merely  expressed 
his  concurrence  in  the  reasons  of  Mr.  Justice  Caron.  The  Bule 
requires  the  reasons  given  by  the  Judges  to  be  commtmicated  to 
the  Begistrar,  and  the  observations  made  by  Lord  Kingadown  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Committee  in  Brown  v.  Gugy  (1), 
shew  that  these  reasons  ought  to  be  stated  publicly  at  the  hearing 
below,  and  should  not  be  reserved  to  influence  the  decision  of  tlie 
Court  of  Appeal.  In  the  present  ease  their  Lordships  felt  con- 
strained to  refuse  to  look  at  notes  so  irregularly  communicated. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  think  they  ought  to  uphold  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  they  will  humbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  it,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Aihwtsly  Moiiris,  dt  Co. 
Solicitor  for  the  Respondent :  J.  T.  Simpson. 

(1)  2  Moore,  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  365. 
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J.  a*      GIOVANNI  DAPUETO,  op  Genoa,  in  the 
1874  Kingdom  of  Italy,  Shipowner,  the  Owneb 

OP  THE  BaBQUB  OB  VESSEL    «PIEVE     SU-   |    ^^^^-^^^ 

PERIOBE" . 

AND 

Mbssbs,  JAMES  WYLLIE  &  Co.,  op  No. 
13,  Leadenhall  Stbeet,  in  the  City  op 
London,  Mebchaih^s,  and  Messbs.  0.  TYNE 
&  Co.,  OF  Bremen,  Mebghants     .... 


March  20,21. 


Bespokdents. 


THE  "PIEVE  SUPERIORE.- 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY  OF 

ENGLAND. 

AdmiraUy  Court  Act,  1861,  0.  e-^LiabilUy  of  Ship  for  Breach  of  Canirad 

where  Oooda  carried  into  English  port 

Where  a  Petition  on  Protest  ib  filed  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdictioD, 
hefore  the  PlaintifTs  petition  setting  forth  the  particulars  of  his  damage,  tLe 
Petition  on  Protest  ought  to  state  the  facts  which  shew  want  of  Jurisdiction. 

The  general  words  of  clause  6  of  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act^  1861,  *'  any 
claim  ...  for  any  hreach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  dpc,  of  the 
ship  "  have  relation  to  the  contract  in  the  hill  of  lading. 

Where  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  goods  would,  or  at  least  miglit, 
he  carried  into  and  delivered  in  an  English  port,  and  it  was  so  pioTided  by 
the  hill  of  lading  signed  hy  the  master  at  Banffoon,  in  pursuance  of  a  charter- 
party  made  in  England,  and  the  master  in  fact  put  into  an  English  port  for 
orders  in  part  fulfilment  of  the  contract  of  carriage ;  the  jurisdiction,  at  least 
in  respect  of  then  existing  causes  of  suit,  arose  when  the  goods  were  so  carried 
into  port,  and  was  not  taken  away  hy  the  ship  being  subsequently  sent  to  a 
foreign  port  to  be  discharged. 

The  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  does  not  confer  a  mari- 
time lien.  It  only  gives  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  jarisdiction  to  entertain 
a  suit  either  in  penonam  or  in  rem  by  arrest  of  the  ship  whenever  it  oomes 
within  reach  of  process.  The  arrest  can  not  avail  against  any  valid  charge 
on  the  ship,  nor  against  a  bofidjide  purchaser. 

The  Admiralty  Courts  Act,  1861,  being  intended  to  remedy  a  grievance, 
by  amplifying  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty,  ought 
to  be  construed  liberally,  so  as  to  afford  the  utmost  relief  which  the  fair 
meaning  of  its  language  will  allow. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  rejecting  the 

admission  of  a  Petition  on  Protest  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 

filed  by  the  Appellant. 

*  Present : — Sib  James  W.  Colvu^e,  Sir  Babnes  Pbacook,  Sib  Montaqus  £• 
Smith,  and  Sib  Robert  P.  Collieb. 


/ 
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The  Appellant  was  the  owner  of  an  Italian  barque,  called  the       J*  C. 
Pieve  Superiore.    The  Piew  Supericre  having  been  arrested  by        i874 
the  Bespondents,  the  Appellant  appeared  under  protest  to  the  juri»-    qiovanni 
diction  of  the  Court,  and  filed  the  Petition  in  question,  setting  out     i>^^y«To 
the  grounds  on  which  he  submitted  that  the  High  Court  of  Admi-      Javs^ 
ralty  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  suit*  

The  Petition  stated  in  effect,  that  pursuant  to  charterparty,  dated  supebi^!^ 
Londm,  the  30th  of  March,  1872,  and  Genoa,  the  6th  of  April,  — 
1872,  between  the  Defendant  and  Ferdvnofnd  SehiOer,  for  self  and 
partners  of  Messrs.  BorradaUe^  Schiller y  &  Co.,  of  Calcutta,  the  said 
ship  proceeded  to  Banffoon,  and  there  loaded  a  cargo  of  rice  in 
bags,  for  which  tbe  master  of  the  said  vessel  signed  and  delivered 
a  bill  of  lading,  the  material  parts  of  which  were  as  follows : 

'  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  Oladetone, 
WyUie,  dt  Co.,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Pieve 
Superiore,  whereof  is  master  for  this  present  voyage,  Cormgliere, 
and  now  riding  at  anchor  in  the  Bomgoon  Biver,  and  bound  for 
Bdle  Isle,  ScQly,  Queenstoion,  or  FcUmotUh,  for  orders  to  discharge 
at  a  port  in  the  United  Kingdotii,  or  on  the  Continent  between 
Havre  and  Eaniburg,  both  inclusive,  5000  bags  rice,  each  210  lbs. 
net,  5300  bags,  eacb  198  lbs.  net,  being  marked  and  numbered  as 
per  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered  in  the  like  good  order  and 
condition  at  the  aforesaid  port  of  ,  as  ordered  (all  and  every 

the  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of 
whatever  nature  or  kind  soever  excepted),  unto  order  or  to  its 
assigns,  he  or  they  paying  freight  for  the  said  goods  at  the  rate 
of,  &c' 

The  vessel  sailed  with  the  cargo  from  Bangocn,  and  her  master, 
in  the  exercise  of  his  option,  proceeded  therewith  to  the  port 
of  Falmovith  for  orders,  and  there  received  orders  from  the 
Plaintifis  or  their  agents  to  proceed  with  the  said  cargo  to  BretMn, 
and  to  discharge  the  said  cargo  at  Bremen,  which  the  master  ac- 
cordingly did.  The  vessel  afterwards  left  Bremen  on  a  new  voyage 
for  Cardiff,  where  she  arrived,  and  where  she  was  arrested  by  the 
Plaintiffs.  The  Plainti£  alleged  themselves  to  be  assignees  for 
valuable  consideration  of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  alleged  that  the 
cargo  of  rice  suffered  damage  in  the  vessel,  and  that  they  had  in- 
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J.  C.  stituted  the  suit  as  such  assignees  for  the  recoTerj  of  losses  which 

1874  they  alleged  themselves  to  have  sustained  by  negligence  or  mis- 

GiotA^i  conduct,  or  by  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of 

DAruBTo  Q^Q  master  or  crew  of  the  yessel. 
jAHvs  The  Defendant  submitted  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  not 

'  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  within  the  true  intent 

s^^^  and  meaning  of  the  6th  section  of  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Ad,  1861, 

and  prayed  the  Judge  to  pronounce  against  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

Court,  and  to  dismiss  the  suit  with  damages  and  costs* 

The  6th  section  oi  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act,  1861,  is  as  follows: 
"  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  any 
claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee  or  assignee  of  any  bill  of  lading 
of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port  in  Engla/nd  or  Wales  in  any 
ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  goods  or  any  part  thereof,  by  the 
negligence  or  misconduct  of  or  for  any  breach  of  duty  or  breach  of 
contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  master,  or  crew  of  the  ship, 
unless  it  is  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  the  cause  any  owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship 
is  domiciled  in  England  or  Wales ;  provided,  &o!* 

The  Bespondent  having  moved  for  the  rejection  of  the  Petition, 
the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  made  an  order  rejecting  the 
admission  of  the  petition  with  costs,  and  ordering  the  Appellant 
to  enter  an  absolute  appearance  in  the  cause,  but  he  gave  leave  to 
the  Appellant  to  appeal. 

From  this  order  an  appeal  was  brought  to  Her  Majesty  in 
Council. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard, 

Mr.  MHward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Clarkson,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

This  foreign  ship  has  been  arrested,  but  did  nothing  to  bring 
itself  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  It  merely 
called  at  Falmouffi  for  orders,  which  it  might  have  got  without 
going  into  port.  The  Act  did  not  intend  to  give  jurisdiction  where 
the  ship  merely  calls  with  goods  in  her,  but  does  not  bring  in  the 
goods  as  goods,  for  the  purpose  of  doing  something  to  them,  and 
at  a  place  where  they  are  deliverable,  or  become  deliverable  or 
disposable.    If  there  is  jurisdiction  because  she  has  merely  called, 
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and  if  it  can  be  enforced  ever  after,  even  when  the  ship's  company        J-  0. 
is  dispersed  and  their  evidence  no  longer  available,  it  would  be       1874 
very  difficnlt  to  do  justice  under  such  a  law.    The  Legislature  is    GiovA^iNi 
not  likely  to  have  intended  to  attach  any  such  liability  to  a  foreign     ^^^^'^ 
ship  for  merely  caUing.    This  is  different  from  the  oase  where  the  ^„  ^^^  ^ 

if  o  Wyllie  &  Co. 

Master  has  brought  the  goods  to  England  and  refiises  to  carry       — 

'Che  ^*  Pisvx 

them  fiadrther*    It  is  not  said  where  the  breach  of  contract  was  Sufebiobe." 

committed ;  we  are  entitled  to  assume  that  it  was  not  in  EnglandL 

In  the  case  of  The  Bahia  (1)  the  Master  had  clearly  carried  the 

goods  in ;  he  had  put  into  Bamsffote  and  landed  the  cargo,  but 

refused  to  deliver  it.    We  do  not  say  that  delivery  is  necessary  to 

give  jurisdiction,  but  the  goods  must  have  been  brought  in.    In 

the  case  of  The  Pairia  (2),  a  foreign  ship  remained  three  months 

at  Fabnoulh.     The  shipper  was  entitled  to  his  goods,  and  they 

were  in  this  country  in  pursuance  of  their  original  destinatiion. 

Until  the  terminus  is  designated,  it  is  no  part  of  the  contract  to 

deliver  at  that  terminus;  the  generality  of  the  words  ^^ carried 

into  '*  must  be  limited  in  some  way ;  the  carrying  in  must  be  with 

intention  to  deliver.    As  to  the  remark  in  the  judgment  of  the 

Court  below,  that  there  is  jurisdiction  by  reason  of  the  ship  having 

previously  called  in  England,  Courts  are  not  to  act  in  consequence 

of  some  wrong  done  after  the  ship  has  left  Enghmd.  The  charter* 

party  was  executed  at  Genoa,  the  shippers  were  at  CalonUa;  the 

ship  would  not  have  been  liable  if  it  had  changed  hands.    No  time 

is  assigned  for  the  supposed  wrong.    The  carrying  in  cannot  apply 

to  entering  a  mere  roadstead,  as  might  happen  at  FlymouOi ;  it 

must  mean  carrying  into  a  real  port  where  goods  are  to  be  dealt 

with  as  if  they  were  imported  goods,  in  fact,  to  the  terminus  of  the 

goods.    The  TetUonia  (3)  went  into  port  to  avoid  the  French ; .  here 

they  went  in  for  order's,  the  ship  having  the  goods  aboard  was  a 

mere  aodident ;  they  might  have  stayed  outside  and  sent  in  for 

orders. 

Upon  Ae  construction  contended  for  by  thb  Bespondents,  if  a 
steamer  has  a  right  to  stop  and  coal  at  an  English  port,  as  the 
Bremen  and  New  Torh  steamers  call  at  SowOiampteny  then  the  goods 

(1)  6ro.  k  Lush.  61.  (2)  Law  Hep.  8  A.  &  E.  i36,  459. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  171. 
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J.  C.       on  board  of  her  are  carried  in;  and  she  would  fall  within  sect  6^ 

1874       whereas  the  proper  jnrisdiction  over  her  would  be  at  her  tenniniu. 

OioYANsi    Goods  which  are  still  on  board  are  as  if  in  foreign  territory,  the  ship 

DAPtTETo    }y^g  i^QfQ  QQiy  f^f  ^  limited  purpose.    A  general  ship  maj  take  io 

•^A^na      }ier  cargo  at  different  portSi  and  while  doing  so,  or  calling  to  coal, 

—       she  might  be  arrested  befcHre  she  had  performed  the  substaiitiAl 

BcTERxoBs."  part  of  her  voyage,  and  so  the  goods  of  shippers  would  be  ioter- 

fered  with,  for  damage,  perhaps,  to  a  few  goods.     The  Engh'sh 

Legislatnre  could  not  haye  intended  to  enact  snch  a  law  for  ih^ 

ships  of  other  nations. 

Mr.  C.  Bud,  Q.O.,  Mr.  CM^,  Q.C.,  with  whom  was  Mr.  Qainsfori 
Bruee,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  jnrisdiction  is  given  only  where  there  is  no  owner  domiciled 
in  England  and  Wales.  The  case  oi  The  Two  Mem  (1)  shews  that 
it  does  not  create  a  maritime  lien.    There  is  nothing  against  inter- 
national law  in  the  AdmvrdUy  Act,  s.  6;  an  English  ship  may, 
nnder  the  general  maritime  law,  be  arrested  abroad,  and  Dr. 
LwMngkm  states  the  liability  of  foreign  vessels  nnder  sect  6, 
without  the  limitation  which  has  been  suggested,  to  the  place 
where  the  ship  delivers  cargo.    We  allow  that  it  is  not  a  carrying 
in  if  the  master  deviates  from  his  voyage  for  his  own  purposes^  or 
is  driven  by  stress  of  weather.    It  does  not  appear  that  the  terms 
of  the  Act  are  to  be  set  aside  where  the  ship  merely  calls  for 
orders.    In  the  case  of  grain,  though  not  of  every  kind  of  cargo, 
the  goods  are  examined  by  brokers,  who  report  to  London,  and 
upon  their  report  purchases  are  made  by  the  merchants ;  there£Die 
ships  must  call  at  ports,  where  it  is  usual  to  examine  the  cargo. 
A  ship  from  abroad  is  seldom  a  general  ship,  but  commonly  one 
peiBon  charters  the  whole :  Irdand  v.  Livingstone  (2).    It  is  ad- 
mitted that  where  a  ship  is  to  call  for  orders,  the  whole  ship  is  sot 
chartered.    In  The  Ironsides  (3),  Dr.  Lushington  explains  the  6th 
section  of  the  Act.     In  The  Bakia  (4),  he  says  that  the  words 
^  carry  into  "  were  designedly  used  instead  of  **  import  f  and  this 
passage,  which,  being  of  the  date  1863,  may  almost  be  called  a 

(1)  Uw  Bep.  4  P.  G.  169.  (3)  Lush.  468. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  5  H.  L.  410.  (4)  Bio.  k  Lush.  p.  G2. 
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contempoianeons  exposition  of  the  statute,  is  cited  by  the  present  J.  0. 

Judge  of  the  Admiraltj  in  the  case  of  The  Pairia  (1).    It  is  ad-  1874 

mitted  that  if  goods  are  bonded  by  the  act  of  the  maBter,  that  might  giovinsi 

render  the  ship  subject  to  the  jurisdiction.    In  the  case  of  The  ^^^^^"^ 

Pairia  (2)  the  captain  went  in  for  one  reason^  he  remained  for  J^» 

^  ^v  tlZaQB  s  Co* 

another  reason ;  he  never  made  Fcimaulh  the  terminus  of  his  voyage,  — 

and  stood  out  for  wages  under  the  German  law  during  detention.  supmouL^ 


In  the  case  of  27^6  TeuUmia  (3)  Lord  Justice  MeUish  adverted  to  the 
6th  section  of  the  AdmiraUy  Act  as  the  foundation  of  the  Court's 
jurisdiction.  There  is  nothing  in  sect.  6  to  prescribe  that  the  cargo 
shall  be  discharged,  or  brought  to  the  port  of  destination.  The 
ordinary  words  of  a  bill  of  lading  speak  of  carriage  and  delivery  as 
two  different  things.  It  is  said  that  the  damage  may,  for  anything 
that  appears,  have  taken  place  between  Rimouth  and  Bremen^  but 
if  any  one  knows  the  fact  it  is  the  shipowner,  and  he  ought  to  have 
shewn  it ;  but  he  does  not  even  allege  that  the  fact  was  so.  The 
person  objecting  to  the  jurisdiction  is  bound  to  make  out  his  objec- 
tion. The  Phuntiflb  are  not  foreigners.  It  would  be  injustice  if 
it  were  possible  for  a  ship  to  go  away  without  liability  after  injuring 
or  throwing  away  the  cargo,  before  the  consignee  has  a  right  to 
demand  possession  of  it.  As  to  the  argument  from  inconvenience, 
a  demand  such  as  ours  must  be  answered  in  the  Courts  of  some 
country,  and  why  not  in  the  English  Courts  ?  The  literal  meaning 
of  the  words  favours  our  contention. 

Dr.  Lushinffion^B  observations  in  The  Ironeidea  (4)  shew  that  the 
intention  was  to  revive  the  old  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty,  which 
it  had  lost,  and  to  put  it  on  the  same  footing  with  foreign  Courts. 

In  the  case  of  The  Bahia  (5)  the  goods  were,  no  doubt,  landed, 
but  the  decision  would  have  been  equally  good  if  they  had  been 
kept  on  board. 

The  Legislature  sought  to  apply  a  remedy  where  the  persons 
liable  do  not  reside  here.  In  this  it  has  not  gone  beyond  what  the 
law  does  in  attachii^  the  goods  of  non-residents  in  London  and 
elsewhere  to  found  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  MUwardy  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  436,  459.  (3)  Law  Bep.  4  P.  C.  17L 

(2)  Ibid.  436.  (4)  Lush.  458. 

(5)  Bro.  &  Ln^Ii.  61. 
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J.  c.  1874.  May  21.    Their  Lordships  reseryed  their  judgment,  which 

1874       was  delivered  by 


Giovanni     glR  MONTAGUE  E.  SmITH  :— 
Papueto 

jjuitHs  This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Judge  of  the  High  Court 

Wylub  &  Co.  ^f  Admiralty,  rejecting  a  Petition  on  Protest  to  the  jurisdiction  of 

*"  Thb  Pibvr  the  Court,  in  a  cause  in  rem  instituted  against  the  ship  Piew 

Superiare,  for  damage  to  cargo  under  the  6th  section  of  the 

Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  Petition  on  Protest  are;  that  the 
Appellant,  the  owner  of  the  ship,  lived  in  Genoa ;  and  that,  on 
the  30th  March,  1872,  a  charterparty  was  made  in  London 
between  him  and  Mr.  SdiiUm-,  on  behalf  of  the  house  of  Borra- 
daile,  SchiUer,  dk  Co,,  merchants  of  CalctUta,  by  which  it  was 
agreed  the  ship  should  proceed  to  one  of  certain  named  ports  in 
India,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  rice  in  bags,  for  which  the  master 
was  to  deliver  bills  of  lading.  The  ship  accordingly  went  to  Ba^ 
goon,  and  was  there  loaded  by  Messrs,  Gladstone,  Wyllie,  it  Co.. 
with  a  cargo  of  rice ;  and  in  pursuance  of  the  charter,  the  master 
signed  bills  of  lading,  describing  the  ship  to  be  "  bound  for  Bdlt 
hie,  SciHtf,  Queenstown,  or  Falmovih,  for  orders  to  discharge  at  a 
poi*t  in  the  United  Kingdom,  or  on  the  Continent  between  Havre 
and  Hamburg,'^  and  making  the  cargo  deliverable  to  order,  or 
assigns,  on  payment  of  freight  at  the  rate  of  £3  15^.  sterling  per 
ton.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  ship  went  into  the  port  of  Fal- 
mouth, with  her  cargo,  for  orders ;  and  whilst  lying  in  that  port, 
the  master  received  orders  to  go  to  Bremen  to  discharge ;  that  she 
went  there  and  discharged  her  cargo,  and  afterwards  sailed  to 
Cardiff  on  a  new  voyage,  and  was  arrested  in  that  port  in  tlio 
present  suit 

The  concluding  paragraphs  of  the  Petition  are  the  following  :— 

^'  The  Plaintiffs  allege  themselves  to  be  ajasignees,  for  valuable 
consideration,  of  the  said  bill  of  lading ;  and  allege  that  the  said 
cargo  of  rice  suffered  damage  in  the  said  vessel ;  and  they  have 
instituted  this  suit  as  such  assignees  for  the  recovery  of  losses 
which  they  allege  themselves  to  have  sustained  by  negligence  or 
misconduct,  or  by  breach  of  duty,  or  breach  of  contract,  on  the 
part  of  the  master  or  crew  of  the  said  vessel. 
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^  Save  as  aforesaid,  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  never  brought       J.  c. 
into  any  port  in  Enpland  or  Wales.  1S74 

'*  The  Defendants  submit  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  not    oioyAKKi 
carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales  within  the  true  intent     ^^^^ 
and  meaning  of  the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Adt^  1861 ;       Jak» 
and  that  by  reason  thereof  this  Honourable  Court  has  not  jarisdic*       — 
tion  to  entertain  this  suit"  Sotkrtore^' 

The  Petition  on  Protest  being  filed  before  the  Plaintiff's  Petition  — 
setting  forth  the  particulars  of  his  damage,  ought  to  state  the 
facts  which  shew  want  of  jurisdiction.  But  this  Petition  does  not 
allege  whether  the  misconduct  or  breaches  of  contract  complained 
of  arose  before  or  after  the  ship  left  the  port  of  FahMvOu  It  is 
consistent  with  it  that  the  causes  of  complaint,  or  some  of  them, 
arose  before  she  left  that  port ;  and  their  Lordships  think  it  must 
be  assumed  that  this  may  have  been  so  in  dealing  with  the  ques- 
tion raised  by  the  protest.  The  only  objection  taken  to  the  juris- 
diction is  ''  that  the  said  cargo  of  rice  was  not  carried  into  any 
port  in  England  or  Wales  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  6th  section  of  The  AdmiraUy  Court  Act,  1861." 

The  section  is  as  follows : — **  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall 
have  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  by  the  owner  or  consignee,  or 
assignee,  of  any  bill  of  lading  of  any  goods  carried  into  any  port 
in  England  or  Wales  in  any  ship,  for  damage  done  to  the  goods, 
or  any  part  thereof,  by  the  negligence  or  misconduct  of,  or  for  any 
breach  of  duty  or  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner, 
master,  or  crew  of  the  ship,  unless  it  is  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Court  that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  cause  any 
owner  or  part  owner  of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in  England  or  Wales.** 

Their  Lordships  are  satisfied  that  this  enactment  does  not  confer 
a  maritime  lien,  for  the  reasons  given  in  the  judgment  of  this 
Committee  upon  the  effect  of  the  previous  clause  of  the  Act  (the 
6th)  in  the  case  of  The  Two  Ellens  (1).  The  clause  in  question 
does  no  more  than  give  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  suits  in  cases  that  can  be  brought  within  its  scope,  and 
which,  it  is  to  be  observed,  may  be  instituted  in  personam  as  well 
as  in  rein. 

(1)  Law  Kep.  4  P.  C.  169. 
Vol.  V.  3  2  K 
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J.  C.  The  clause  is  undoubtedly  framed  in  large  and  general  terms, 

1874  and  Dr.  LushingUmy  a  Judge  of  high  authority,  in  a  judgment 

OioTAsm  delivered  soon  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  thought  it  was  inten- 

Daotto  tionaUy  so  framed :  TheBahia{l). 


J^>™  It  was  insisted  for  the  Appellant,  and  not  denied  by  the  Be- 

W-.  '  spondent's  counsel,  that  the  words  **  carried  into  any  port "  must 
SvFmoBB."  i^eoeive  some  limitation,  otherwise,  it  was  said,  if  ,a  ship  with  ca^ 
""^  on  board,  being  under  no  obligation  to  enter  an  English  port,  was 
driven  to  take  refuge  in  such  a  port  by  stress  of  weather  or  other 
accident^  the  jurisdiction  would  be  founded.  The  learned  counsel 
for  the  Appellant^  however,  felt  great  difficulty  in  defining  what 
the  limitation  should  be,  but  ultimately  contended  that  to  bring  a 
daim  within  the  clause,  the  goods  must  be  carried  into  a  port  in 
England  or  Wales,  for  the  purpose  of  delivery,  or  in  which,  from 
circumstances,  they  become  deliverable.  The  latter  branch  was 
introduced  with  reference  to  some  decisions  which  had  upheld  the 
jurisdiction,  notwithstanding  that  the  entry  into  an  English  port 
was  not  contemplated  by  the  contract.  But  supposing  the  sug- 
gested definition  to  be  correct  so  far  as  it  goes,  their  Lordships  are 
not  prepared  to  hold  that  it  contains  an  exhaustive  interpretation 
of  the  clause. 

Gases  must  frequently  arise  at  ports  of  call  and  intermediate 
ports,  giving  occasion  for  the  remedy  it  was  intended  to  afford  to 
English  merchants  against  foreign  shipowners,  by  proceedings  in 
the  English  CJourt  of  Admiralty.  Besides  the  instances  where 
causes  of  action  have  arisen  before  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  such . 
ports,  take  the  cases  of  damage  done  to  goods,  or  of  unjustifiable 
delay,  in  the  port  of  call  itself;  or  the  case  of  a  ship  bound, 
without  calling  for  orders,  to  go  direct  to  London  to  discharge  her 
cargo,  and  the  master  improperly  putting  into  some  other  English 
port,  and  refusing  to  take  the  cargo  on.  Instances  of  this  kind 
would  certainly  be  within  the  scope  of  the  mischief  intended  to 
be  dealt  with ;  and  their  Lordships  are  reluctant  in  construing  the 
Act  so  to  interpret  words,  large  enough  in  their  ordinary  meaning 
to  embrace  such  cases,  as  to  exclude  them  from  its  operation,  and 
thus  leave  foreign  masters  who  may  have  broken  their  contracts 
free  to  take  away  their  ships  from  this  country  in  the  sight  of 

(1)  Br.  &  Lnsh.  61. 
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0 

English  consignees,  who  would  be  powerless,  as  they  were  before       J..0. 
the  Act,  to  stop  them^  tS74 

The  Legislature  has  used  the  words  *'  carried  into  any  port  in  giotavvi 
England  or  Wales^"  and  may  have  done  /so  designedly  to  meet  ^^^'^ 
cases  of  the  kind  to  which  reference  has  just  been  made.    It  has      James 

said  nothing  of  delivery,  nor  of  the  purpose  for  which  the  goods       

may  be  carried  into  port  The  general  words  of  the  clause .  '*  any  ^^^S" 
claim  ....  for  any  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  ""*- 
&c«,  of  the  ship  "  must  undoubtedly  be  construed  to  have  relation 
to  the  contract  in  the  bill  of  lading :  and  it  may  have  been  the 
intention  of  tlie  Legislature  to  give  the  jurisdiction  only  in  the  case 
of  claims  arising  on  contracts  to  carry  the  cargo  to  some  port  in 
England  or  Wales.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to  consider 
whether  the  operation  of  the  Act  ought  to  be  limited  to  this 
extent,  for  if  it  were  there  would  not  be  an  absence  of  jurisdiction 
in  the  present  suit.  In  this  case  the  parties  contemplated  that 
the  goods  would,  or  at  least  might,  be  carried  into  and  delivered 
in  an  English  port,  and  the  bill  of  lading  signed  by  the  master  at 
Banffoan^  in  pursuance  of  a  charterparty  made  in  London^  so  pro- 
vided. The  master  in  fact  put  into  the  port  of  Falmovih  for  orders 
in  part  fulfilment  of  the  contract  of  carriage,  and  might,  in  further 
fulfilment  of  it,  have  been  ordered  to  discharge  there,  or  at  some 
other  English  port.  Their  Lordships  think  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  jurisdiction,  at  least  in  respect  of  then  existing 
causes  of  suit,  arose  when  the  goods  were  so  carried  into  the  port 
of  Fdlmowthy  and  was  not  taken  away  when  the  diip  was  subse- 
quently ordered  to  a  foreign  port  to  be  discharged. 

If  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  over  the  claim 
once  attached,  that  Court,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  would  be 
competent  at  any  subsequent  time  to  entertain  a  suit  either  in 
personam  or  in  rem  by  arrest  of  the  ship  whenever  it  came  within 
reach  of  its  process.  They  therefore  think,  assuming  the  jurisdic- 
tion  to  have  once  attached,  that  it  was  competent  to  arrest  the 
ship  in  this  suit  on  her  arrival  upon  a  new  royage  at  Cardiff. 
The  arrest,  however,  there  being  no  maritime  lien,  could  not  avail 
against  any  valid  charges  on  the  ship,  nor  against  a  bond  fide  pur- 
chaser ;  for,  as  already  stated,  the  object  of  the  statute  is  only  to 

found  a  jurisdiction  against  the  owner  who  is  liable  for  the  damage, 

8  2  K  2 
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J.  0.       and  to  giye  the  security  of  the  ship,  the  re$,  from  the  time  of  the 

1S74        arrest     This  is  clearly  explained  by  Dr.  LwihmffUm  in  The 

Qwksn    Aleoumder  Larsen  (1),  and  The  Paeijlo  (2),  and  by  this  Ck>mmittee 

DAnmxo     f^  2%^  2W  Mm8{3). 

J^M  The  statute  being  remedial  of  a  grieyance,  by  amplifying  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty,  ought,  according 

SurmoBx."  to  the  general  rule  applicable  to  such  statutes,^  to  be  construed 
liberally,  so  as  to  afford  the  utmost  relief  which  the  fair  meaning 
of  its  language  will  allow.  And  the  decisions  upon  it  have  hitherto 
proceeded  upon  this  principle  of  interpretation. 

One  of  the  earliest  decisions  {The  Bahia)  (4)  gives  the  widest 
interpretation  to  the  word  '*  carried."  In  that  case  the  cargo  was 
consigned  to  Dunkirk.  The  ship,  in  consequence  of  an  accident^ 
put  into  the  port  of  BameffcUe,  and  the  master  refused  to  carry  on 
the  cargo  to  Dunkirk  or  to  give  delivery  at  Bameffote.  It  was 
there  contended  by  the  Defendant's  counsel,  but  without  success, 
that  the  words  ^'carried  into  any  port  in  England^  meant  so 
carried  under  a  contract  to  that  effect.  In  upholding  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty,  Dr.  LwhingUmy  after 
stating  the  &cts,  said : — '*  That  this  is  a  great  grievance  cannot  be 
denied,  and  the  Court  ought  to  give,  if  necessary,  great  latitude  to 
the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Parliament,  in  order  to  extend  the 
remedy  to  this  case.  However,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  section 
was  carefully  worded  to  give  the  utmost  jurisdiction  in  the  matter. 
It  uses  the  words  '  carried  into  any  port  in  England  or  Wales,'  and 
does  not  use  the  wonl '  imported.'  I  apprehend  the  phrase  *  carried 
into'  was  advisedly  used  instead  of  the  word  '  import.' "  It  does 
not  appear  that  this  decision  was  appealed  from. 

The  present  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  Sir  B.  PktBimore, 
adopted  the  view  of  Dr.  Lwihington  in  deciding  the  case  of  The 
Pairia  (5).  There,  a  German  ship  bound  under  a  bill  of  lading 
to  take  a  cargo  of  coffee  to  Hamburp,  put  into  Falmauih  shortly 
after  the  commencement  of  the  French  and  German  waiv-J3am- 
hurff  was  then  blockaded.  On  the  removal  of  the  blockade  the 
master  refused  to  go  on  to  Hamburff^  or  to  deliver  the  cargo  at 

(1)  1  W.  Bob.  288-294.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  1C9. 

(2)  Br.  &  Lush.  243.  (4)  Br.  &  Lush.  61. 

(5)  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  469. 
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FalmotUh,  and  Sir  JB.  PhUUmore  sustained  the  jurisdiction  of  the  J.  0. 
Court  over  claims  arising  on  these  breaches  of  contract;  and  again  1874 
there  was  no  appeal.  GiovAmn 

There  was  recently  another  important  cause  in  the  Court  of    ^^^'^ 
Admiralty,  also  arising  out  of  the  war  between  Oermany  and       *^^^^ 
Franee,  which  came  before  this  tribunal  on  appeal  {The  Tevr-       — - 
tonia)  (1).    In  that  case,  the  Teutoniay  a  Grerman  vessel,  called  at  gumnmE.** 
Falmouth^  one  of  the  ports  of  call  under  the  bill  of  lading,  for        "^^ 
orders,  and  was  ordered  to  Dunkirk  to  discharge.    On  nearing  the 
French  port  she  found  that  war  was  imminent,  and  put  back  to 
Dover.    She  was  again  directed  to  go  to  Dunkirk^  but  the  master 
refused  to  go  there,  or  to  deliver  the  cargo  at  Dover  without  pay- 
ment of  freight.    For  this  refusal  a  suit  was  brought  against  the 
ship  in  the  English  Court  of  Admiralty  under  the  clause  in  question. 
It  failed  on  the  merits,  but  the  previous  decisions  were,  apparently, 
acquiesced  in,  for  no  objection  was  taken  to  the  jurisdiction. 

In  the  cases  of  The  Bahia  (2)  and  The  Patria  (3),  the  arrival  at  an 
English  port  was  not  contemplated  by  the  contract,  and  the  ships 
put  into  our  ports  by  reason  only  of  circamstanoes  extrinsic  to  it, 
nor  did  they  then  enter  them  for  the  purpose  of  discharging  their 
cargoes,  which  only  in  any  sense  became  deliverable  there  by 
reason  of  the  subsequent  refusal  of  the  master  to  take  them  on  to 
the  port  of  destination.  Their  Lordships,  in  pointing  out  the 
distinction  between  these  cases  and  the  present,  must  not  be  under- 
stood to  question  their  authority.  They  are  fully  sensible  of  the 
difficulty  of  construing  this  loosely  drawn  clause,  and  giving  a 
satisfactory  interpretation  of  it.  It  is  sufficient  for  them  to  decide 
that  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  to  which  they  have 
above  adverted,  the  objection  taken  in  limine  to  the  jurisdiction  is 
not,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  protest,  sustaiDed. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  think  the  order  of  the  Judge  of 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  is  right,  and  they  will  humbly  advise 
Her  Majesty  to  affirm  it,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Thomas  Cooper. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Prilchard  &  Sons. 

(I)  Law  Rep.  4  P.  C.  172.  (2)  Bro.  *  Lush.  61. 

(3)  Law  Kep.  3  A.  &  E.  459. 
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J.O.*      TANCBEDE   SAUVAGEAU    (assignee  duly 

1874  APPOINTED    TO    THE    INSOLVENT     ESTATE    OF  J  APPELLANT ; 

May  5.  LOUIS  ADfiL  AED  SENfiCAL)      .     .     . 

AND 

LOUIS  GAUTHIER .     Eespondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

Utiles  of  Apjfeal/or  Lower  Canada — liedemptian  of  Rent — Insialments, 

*  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  for  Lower  Canada  the  appealable  I 

amount  is  £oOO  Bterling,  but  an  appeal  is  also  permitted  in  cases  of  less 
^  value  if  they  be  '^  cases  concerning  titles  to  lands  or  tenements,  annual  rents, 

or  other  matters  in  which  the  rights  in  future  of  parties  may  be  afifected.** 

An  annual  rent  of  $11.  28c.  had  been  sold  for  $456,  payable  in  ten  equal      * 
yearly  instalments,  and  the  land  was  hypothecated  to  secure  the  amount 

In  a  suit  to  enforce  payment  of  certain  instalments,  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Lower  Canada  %Mi\iie6.  leave  toapi)eal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council:— 

Heldy  that  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  above  description,  and  was  not 
appealable. 

Where  leave  to  appeal  has  1)een  unduly  given  the  proper  course  is  to  come 
before  the  Privy  Council  before  any  expense  has  been  incurred,  and  to  apply 
for  the  dismissal  of  the  appeal. 

Such  an  application  if  delayed  till  the  hearing  will  only  be  granted  with- 
out costs,  and  if  there  be  special  circumstances  in  favour  of  gjranting  special 
leave  to  appeal,  an  application  for  such  leave  will  be  entertained,  but  if  it  n 
granted  fresh  security  for  costs  must  be  given. 

XHI8  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Qaeenn 
Bencli  for  the  Province  of  Quebec^  Camiday  rejecting  a  petition, 
presented  by  the  Appellant,  for  leave  to  intervene  in  an  actiou 
brought  by  the  Respondent  against  one  Charles  Martel 

In  the  year  1866,  one  Louis  AdSlard  SenScal  was  entitled  to  a 
quit-rent  of  $ll-iVo-,  arising  out  of  land  in  the  township  of  Upton,         ^ 
belonging  to  Charles  Martel,  together  with  considerable  arrears  of  ' 

the  quit-rent  then  due,  and  by  a  deed,  dated  the  26th  of  Febraar}^ 
1866,  he  agreed  to  release  to  Martd  the  quit-rent  and  all  arrears  . 

on  payment  by  him  of  the  sum  of  $456  in  ten  equal  yearly  instal- 

♦  Present: — Sib  Jambs  W.  Colvile,  Sib  Babneb  Peacock,  Sib  Moktaguk  * 

E.  Smith,  and  Sm  Robert  P.  Coujei^, 
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mentB  of  $45^,  and  Martd  hypothecated  the  land  as  security  j.  o. 
for  these  payments,  and  as  farther  security  it  was  provided  that  1874 
the  rights  of  Senecal  to  the  quit-rent  and  arrears,  and  to  resume   SAmAOMjj 

possession  of  the  land  in  case  of  non-payment,  should  not  cease    ^  J^ 

till  the  instalments  were  fully  paid.  -^— < 

On  the  10th  of  August,  1866,  Sdnicaly  being  then  solvent^ 
but  desirous  of  obtaining  accommodation  from  the  Bespondent 
Gauthier,  to  render  him  secure  in  respect  of  the  moneys  he 
should  advance  conveyed  to  him  by  an  authenticated  deed,  exe- 
cuted before  notaries,  a  large  number  of  debts  then  due  or  about 
to  become  due  to  him,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  more  than 
$20,000,  and,  inter  aiia,  the  debt  of  $156  due  from  Charles  Marid, 
of  which  no  part  had  then  been  paid,  and  SSndoal  subrogated  the 
Kespondent  in  all  his  rights,  privileges,  and  hypothecations,  and 
it  was  provided  by  the  said  deed  that  the  Bespondent  shotdd 
receive  the  said  debts  and  employ  them  as  he  pleased,  accounting 
for  the  same  to  Sineeal. 

On  the  2nd  of  November,  1867, 86neeai  became  insolvent,  beings 
as  it  was  alleged,  largely  indebted  to  the  Bespondent  for  advances 
made  to  him  under  the  deed  of  the  10th  of  August,  1866.  On 
the  14th  of  November,  1867,  the  deed  of  assignment  was  registered. 

On  the  16th  of  November,  1867,  the  Bespondent  gave  notice  of 
the  deed  toMarid. 

On  the  20th  of  November,  1867,  Sineoal  executed  a  deed  of 
assignment  of  all  his  goods,  in  accordance  with  the  Ctmadian  In- 
sdvenetf  Ad,  1864,  to  the  Appellant^  being  the  official  assignee 
duly  appointed  under  the  said  Act. 

The  Bespondent  on  the  18th  of  March,  1869,  sued  Martd  in  the 
Gurcuit  Court  of  Arthahaska  for  $147.  75c.,  being  principal  and 
interest  in  respect  of  three  years'  arrears  under  the  said  deeds  of 
the  26th  of  February,  1866,  and  the  10th  of  August,  1866.  Martd 
pleaded  (inter  alia)  in  substance  that  the  rights  of  the  said  Louis 
Addard  Sinieal,  under  the  said  deeds,  had  vested  in  the  Appellant 
by  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  him  as  official  assignee  as  aforesaid. 
On  the  8th  of  October,  1869,  the  Appellant  presented  his  petition 
for  leave  to  intervene  in  the  said  action,  and  with  the  consent  of 
all  parties  the  proceedings  in  the  principal  action  were  stayed  to 
abide  the  event  of  such  intervention. 
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J.  c.  The  Appellant  alleged  that  on  the  16th  of  November,  1867, 

ig74       when  notice  of  the  deed  of  the  lUth  of  August,  1866,  was  given 

Sauvaosau   ^  Mavtd,  SenScai  was  insolvent ;  and  that,  as  it  was  given  within 

«•         thirty  days  of  the  date  of  the  assignment  to  the  official  assignee, 

it  was  null  and  void  as  against  him.    The  Respondent  pleaded  a 

number  of  pleas  which  raised  the  defence  that  the  deed  of  the 
10th  of  August,  1866,  being  made  more  than  thirty  days  before 
the  deed  of  assignment  to  the  official  assignee,  the  fact  that  the 
notice  to  Martd  was  within  the  said  period  of  thirty  days  was 
immaterial ;  and  that  under  the  Insolveney  Act  of  1864  notice  to 
Martd  was  unnecessary ;  and  further  that  the  Appellant  could  not 
take  the  proceedings  in  question  after  the  lapse  of  more  than  a 
year  from  the  date  of  the  assigoment  to  him. 

The  Circuit  Court  decided  the  questions  raised  in  favour  of  the 
Appellant.  The  Bespondent  Oauthier  thereupon  appealed  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  Province  of  Qu^Aec,  which  reversed 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  and  dismissed  the  intervention 
of  tiav/vageau  (the  present  Appellant),  and  declared  good  and 
valid  the  deed  of  transfer  of  the  10th  of  August,  1866,  as  well  as 
the  act  of  signification  of  the  said  transfer  of  the  16th  day  of 
November,  1870,  on  which  was  based  the  action  of  the  said  Louu 
QauOUer^  and  condemned  the  Appellant,  in  his  character  of  official 
assignee,  in  the  costs  both  in  the  Court  below  and  in  that  Court 

The  Appellant  subsequently  obtained  from  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  leave  to  appeal  from  the  said  decree  and  judgment  of  thM 
Court  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 
The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard, 

Mr.  WHIb,  Q.C„  and  Mr,  F,  C.  J.  Millar,  appeared  for  the 
Appellant 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  M.  Btrnpas,  for  the  Respondent. 

The  counsel  for  the  Bespondent  took  a  preliminary  objection  to 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  matter  in  dispute 
in  the  appeal  was  below  the  appealable  value  of  £500,  and  did 
not  fall  within  either  of  the  exceptional  sections  which  aulhorize 
the  admission  of  an  appeal  in  cases  of  less  value.  The  first  of  the 
sections  relates  to  matters  concerning  the  public  revenue,  the 
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second  to  cases  conoeming  the  title  to  lands  or  tenements,  annual  J.  0. 
rents,  or  other  matters  whereby  the  rights  of  parties  in  future  1674 
may  be  affected.  Sauvaobau 

The  counsel  for  the  Appellant  complained  that  the  objection  q^^^^^ 
had  not  been  taken  earlier  by  appealing  against  the  order  of  the  — 
Ciourt  of  Queen's  Bench,  who  granted  leave  to  appeal.  They  urged 
that  the  subject  matter  fell  within  the  terms  of  sect.  2,  because 
the  deed  of  the  26th  of  Febraary,  providing  for  the  annual  pay- 
ment of  a  stipulated  sum,  was  a  transaction  by  which  the  rights  in 
future  might  be  bound ;  that  the  hypothecation  of  the  land  to 
secure  the  paymentSi  gave  to  Senical  a  right  in  the  land,  and  that 
the  old  rent  was  not  to  be  extinguished  until  the  payments  were 
completed ;  they  urged  also  that  the  decision  of  this  case  would 
govern  the  decision  of  several  questions  under  the  deed  of  the  lOtb 
of  August,  1866,  which  involved  property  greatly  above  the 
appealable  amount,  and  affected  the  whole  administration  of  the 
insolvent  estate. 

The  judgment  of  their  Lordships  was  pronounced  by 

Sir  James  W.  Colvile  : — 

It  is  desirable  to  state  shortly  how  this  question  arises.  It 
appears  that  Marid  was  indebted  to  the  insolvent  Sineoal  in  a 
certain  sum  of  money,  for  which  a  rent-charge  had  been  commuted. 
That  sum  of  money  was  payable  by  instalments,  and  it  was  also 
secured  by  hypothecation  upon  the  land  upon  which  the  rent  had 
originally  been  charged.  The  insolvent  a  considerable  time  before 
his  insolvency,  assigned  this,  with  other  choses  in  action,  to  Louis 
Oauthier^  the  Bespondent,  for  value ;  but  notice  of  the  assignment 
was  not  given  to  Martd  until  SinUeal  was  in  insolvent  circum- 
stances. L(m9  Oauihier  sued  Martd,  the  original  debtor,  for 
certain  instalments  of  that  sum ;  the  whole  valae  of  the  particular 
debt  so  assigned  being  considerably  below  the  appealable  amount 
of  £500.  In  that  state  of  things  the  Appellant,  who  was  the 
general  assignee  of  the  insolvent  estate  of  SSnical,  intervened,  and 
there  remained  no  question  as  to  the  liability  of  the  original 
debtor ;  but  the  simple  question  tried  in  the  suit,  and  which  is 
now  brought  before  their  Lordships  on  appeal,  was  whether  the 
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J.  G.  particular  assignee  could  claim  the  sum  sued  for,  or  whether  it 
I87i  had  passed  by  the  general  assignment  of  the  insolvent's  effects  to 
S^DVAGXAu  ^3  general  assignee.  The  solution  of  that  question,  of  course, 
Gaiithirb.  ^^P^^^®^  ^P^'^  ^^^  further  question,  whether  '' signification "  or 
— —  notice  was  necessary  to  complete  the  title  of  the  particular 
assignee,  and  whether  that  notice  had  been  given  in  proper  time. 
A  preliminary  objection  is  now  taken  to  the  hearing  of  this 
appeal  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  competent  to  the  judges  of 
the  Ciourt  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Canada  to  allow  such  an  appeal ; 
and  in  support  of  that  contention  we  are  referred  to  Article  1178 
of  the  Canadian  Code  of  Procedure,  which  limits  the  cases  in 
which  an  appeal  lies  as  of  right  to  Her  Majesty  in  (Council  from 
final  judgments  rendered  in  appeal  or  error  by  the  CSourt  of  Queen's 
Bench.  That  article  provides  that  such  an  appeal  will  lie,  first, 
*^  where  the  matter  in  dispute  relates  to  any  fee  of  office,  duty, 
rents,  revenue,  or  any  sum  of  money  payable  to  Her  Majesty ; " 
secondly,  ^'  in  cases  concerning  titles  to  lands  or  tenements,  annual 
rents,  or  other  matters  in  which  the  rights  in  future  of  parties  may 
be  affected ; "  thirdly,  **  in  all  other  cases  wherein  the  matter  in 
dispute  exceeds  the  sum  or  value  of  £500  sterling."  It  is  clear 
that  the  case  falls  neither  within  the  first  nor  the  third  of  these 
clauses.  The  only  clause  within  which  it  is  sought  to  bring  it  is 
the  second.  But  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  it  does  not 
really  fall  even  within  that  clause.  It  has  been  argued,  that,  inas- 
much as  the  particular  debt  which  was  in  question  in  this  suit  was 
payable  by  instalments,  the  title  to  it  was  a  matter  in  which  the 
rights  in  future  of  the  parties  might  be  affected.  But  their  Lord- 
ships do  not  think  that  that  is  the  true  construction  of  the  clause. 
The  matter  in  question  was  the  whole  debt ;  and  their  Lordships 
think  that  the  mere  circumstance  of  the  debt  being  payable  by 
instalments  would  not  make  the  case  appealable  to  Her  Majesty 
in  Council  if  it  were  not  otherwise  appealable.  It  was  farther 
suggested  the  same  question  might  arise  in  respect  of  the  other 
assets  comprised  in  the  assignment  to  Qauthier,  and  that  the  de- 
cision in  this  case  would  govern  the  rights  of  the  parties  as  to  all 
those  assets.  But  their  Lordships  have  not  the  means  of  knowing 
whether  the  title  to  those  other  choees  in  action  would  stand  upon 
precisely  the  same  ground  as  the  title  to  that  in  question  in  this 
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suit.    Some  of  them  may  have  been  realised,  and  as  to  some  of       j.  c. 
them  notice  may  have  been  given  long  before  the  insolvency.        1874 
Their  Lordships  cannot  assume  that  the  facts  touching  these  other  gAu^^][^u 
debts  vrere  before  the  Judges  in  Canada  ;  and,  even  if  they  were,    ^    ^* 
their  Lordships,  considering  the  mode  in  which  this  litigation 
arose,  viz.,  by  the  intervention  of  the  general  assignee  in  a  suit 
brought  by  the  particular  assignee  to  realise  a  small  sum  as 
against  one  of  those  debtors,  and  not  in  a  suit  brought  by  the 
general  assignee  to  impeach  the  whole  transaction,  are  not  satisfied 
that  it  was  a  case  in  which  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  would 
have  had  jurisdiction  to  allow  the  appeal.     The  power  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  to  allow  an  appeal  is  clearly  limited  by 
the  Oode;  it  has  no  power,  upon  special  grounds  not  provided 
for  by  the  Codey  to  grant  special  leave  to  appeal. 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  what  ought  now  to  be  done  ?  Now 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  this  case  very  much  resembles 
the  case  of  Belemeyer  v.  OhermvUer  (1)^  decided  as  early  as  1837, 
in  which  it  appeared  that  tho  appeal  had  been  irregularly  allowed 
in  the  colony,  the  security  not  having  been  completed  within  the 
proper  time.  In  that  case,  Lord  Broughaniy  having  stated  that 
the  irregularity  was  fatal  to  the  appeal  as  it  stood,  said  this : 
**  The  Bespondent  has,  however,  appeared  to  the  appeal  here, 
and  lodged  his  case.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Appellant 
must  have  been  led  to  suppose  that  any  objection  on  the  score  of 
irregularity  was  waived;  and  though  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  order  made  by  the  Court  below,  allowing  the 
appeal,  was,  for  want  of  the  security  being  completed,  irregular, 
and  could  not  be  cured  by  any  waiver  or  implied  consent  on  the 
part  of  the  Bespondent,  yet  they  think  it  would  be  a  fit  case  to 
recommend  the  allowance  of  the  appeal  upon  a  petition  presented 
for  that  purpose.  The  result  will  bo  that  the  case  must  stand 
over  for  such  application."  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the 
irregularity  was  fatal  to  the  appeal  as  it  stood ;  and  the  Com- 
mittee, though  it  thought  that  there  might  be  ground  for  allowing 
a  special  appeal,  directed  the  case  to  stand  over  in  order  that 
there  should  be  an  application  for  special  leave  to  appeal.  It 
also  pointed  out  that  the  Bespondent,  in  allowing  the  case  to  be 

(1)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  93. 
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J.  C.  lodged,  might  have  induced  the  Appellant  to  sappose  that  the 
1874  objection  on  the  score  of  irregularity  was  waived.  And  upon  this 
Sauyagvau  1^^  point  their  Lordships  cannot  but  observe  that  the  proper 
GArTHiiB.  ^^^*®»  when  such  a  question  as  this  arises,  is  to  come  here  by 
—  petition  as  early  as  possible,  and  before  the  cases  are  lodged,  and 
the  expense  of  preparing  those  cases  is  incurred,  in  order  to  bring 
the  point  before  their  Lordships,  and  to  get  the  appeal  dismissed. 
It  is  then  open  to  their  Lordships  to  recommend  Her  Majesty 
either  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  in  which  case  the  parties  are  not  put 
to  the  expense  of  preparing  for  the  hearing ;  or  to  grant  special 
leave  to  appeal.  Their  Lordships,  if  they  were  to  dismiss  this 
appeal  upon  the  objection  now  taken  for  the  first  time,  would  be 
disposed  to  dismiss  it  without  subjecting  the  Appellant  to  the 
costs,  which  have  been  so  unnecessarily  incurred.  On  the  other 
hand,  they  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  if  a  petition  had  been 
presented  to  them  for  special  leave  to-  appeal,  there  may  not  be 
circumstances  in  this  case  which  would  have  induced  them  to 
recommend  Her  Majesty  to  grant  such  leave  to  appeal.  They  by 
no  means  invite  such  an  application,  but  leave  it  for  the  considera- 
tion of  the  Appellant  whether  he  would  prefer  to  have  the  appeal 
now  dismissed  without  costs,  or  whether  he  would  wish  the  case  to 
stand  over  in  order  that  he  may  present  a  petition  for  special 
leave  to  appeal  upon  such  grounds  as  he  thinks  might  induce 
their  Lordships  to  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  give  that  leave. 

It  is  also  to  be  considered,  that  in  those  cases  in  which  an 
appeal  having  been  irregularly  allowed  in  the  colony,  special 
leave  to  appeal  has  been  granted  here,  their  Lordships  have 
always  required  fresh  security  for  costs  to  be  given. 

Eventually  it  was  directed  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed 
without  costs,  unless  a  petition  for  special  leave  was  lodged  before 
the  15th  of  June. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Ashuret,  Morris,  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Bischoff,  Bompaa,  &  Bompas. 
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THE  CHARTERED  BANK  OF  INDIA,  AUS- 1  .  j.c* 

TRALIA,  AND  CHINA |  Appellants;         ^^,^ 


AND  May  5. 

CHARLES  PATON  HENDERSON  and  COLIN  ^ 
6E0R0E  ROSS,  trading  undeb  the  style  V  Respondents. 
OB  piBM  OP  0.  P.  HENDERSON  &  CO.    .    .) 

ON  APPEAL  BEFORE  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  HONG  KONG. 
BtU  of  Ladtng^Seertt  Trud^-Assignment  without  Notice^Consideration, 

A.f  a  merchant  in  London  and  in  Bong  Kong,  purcbased  goods  for  ship- 
ment  from  B,,  and  paid  for  them  by  his  acceptance  of  B.*8  draft  against 
the  Bhipmenty  on  the  terms  that  A,  should  send  them  to  his  firm  at  ITong 
Kong,  and  that  the  proceeds  should  be  remitted  to  A.  in  bills  specially  to 
meet  such  acceptance. 

A.^8  firm  at  Ebng  Kong  owed  a  laige  sum  to  (7.,  and  were  under  engage- 
ment to  secure  the  debt  by  depositing  shipping  documents  with  him.  Being 
threatened  by  C  with  immediate  legal  proceedings,  they  promised  him  that 
if  he  would  forbear  to  take  such  proceedings,  and  would  release  them  from 
their  obligation  to  deposit  shipping  documents,  they  would  deposit  with  him 
a  bill  of  lading  for  goods  of  a  certain  yalue,  upon  the  understanding  that  the 
bill  of  lading,  or  the  goods  represented  therein,  should  be  returned  to  them 
upon  payment  of  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  value  thereof.  The  bill  of  lading 
of  the  goods  purchased  from  B,  was  accordingly  indorsed  to  C,  who  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  terms  made  with  B.,  and  it  was  returned  by  C.  according 
to  agreement,  on  receipt  of  an  equivalent  sum  :— 

Beld  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Bong  Kong),  that 
6\  by  such  forbearance  and  release  gave  valuable  consideration;  that  the 
legal  interest  in  the  goods  passed  by  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
and  that  B»  could  not  enforce  his  claim  against  the  proceeds  of  sale  received 
by  0,  in  respect  thereof. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Hong 
Kong,  declaring  that  the  Respondents  were  entitled  to  have  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  by  the  Appellants  of  certain  goods,  called 
long  ells,  paid  to  them  to  the  extent  in  the  decree  set  forth. 

The  Respondents  were  merchants  in  ManeheriePf  under  the  firm 
of  (7.  P.  Eenderaon  it  Co.  The  Appellants  were  a  banking  cor- 
poration, having  a  place  of  business  at  Hong  Kong. 

*  Present  :—SiB  James  W.  GolvilS,  Sir  Babkbs  Peaoock,  Sib  MoKTAcri 
E.  Smitb,  and  Sn  Robert  P.  Golubb. 
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J.  0.  Certain  persons,  named  George  LydUt  Charles  Frederick  Still, 

1874        and  Oeorge  Francis  Maclean^  carried  ou  business  in  co-partnership 
"^        in  London^  under  the  firm  of  Oeorge  LyaU  and  C.  F.  1^1,  and  in 
^^^^«^^>  Hong  Kong  and  in  Japan  under  the  firm  of  LyaB,  SHU,  &  Co. 

India,  In  the  month  of  August,  1866,  the  London  firm  of  George  LyaU 

AND  China    &nd  C,  F.  StiU  and  the  Bespondents  commenced  doing  busines 
Hkndebson.  together  on  certain  terms  agreed  upon  between  them,  the  most 

material  piarts  of  which  are  stated  as  follows,  in  a  letter  addressed 

by  the  Eesponden'ts  to  George  LyaU  and  C.  JP.  Still,  on  the  1st 
of  September,  1866 : — 

"  Dear  Sirs, — ^We  shall  be  very  happy  to  purchase  goods  for 
your  account  for  shipment  to  your  firms  in  China  or  Japan,  draw- 
ing upon  you  either  at  nine  months'  date,  or  at  six  months  renew- 
able at  three  months,  for  the  invoice  value. 

**  Our  usual  mode  of  conducting  such  transactions  is  as  follows  :— 
We  ship  the  goods  by  such  vessel  as  you  shall  name  to  the  con- 
signment of  your  house  abroad,  we  handing  you  the  bills  of  lading 
and  invoices  in  triplicate,  both  for  transmission  to  your  foreign 
house. 

"  The  invoices  will  state  that  the  proceeds  of  the  shipments  are 
to  be  remitted  to  you  in  first-class  bank  bills,  specially  to  meet 
your  acceptance  of  our  draft  or  any  renewal  thereof  against  the 
shipment.    Your  house  abroad  to  advise  us  of  the  remittances." 

On  the  24th  of  October,  1866,  the  Respondents  wrote  to  the  firm 
of  LyaU,  StiU,  &  Co,,  in  Song  Kor^,  as  follows : — 

"  With  reference  to  the  goods  which  we  have  purchased  and 
shipped  to  you  on  account  qf  Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  dk  O.  F.  StiU,  of 
London,  upon  whom  we  have  drawn  for  cost  of  same  at  nine 
months'  date,  we  wish  to  point  out  to  you  that  in  the  headings  oi 
our  invoices  for  those  shipments  it  is  stated  that  the  proceeds  are 
to  be  remitted  by  you  to  Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  <&  C.  F.  StiU,  speci- 
ally to  meet  their  acceptances  of  our  drafts  (or  any  renewal  thereof) 
against  the  shipments:  we  have  arranged  with  Messrs.  Oeorge 
LyaU  &  (7.  JP.  StiU  to  continue  in  future  to  invoice  all  purchases 
on  their  account  in  the  same  manner ;  and  we  shall  feel  obliged  if, 
in  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  you  will  hand  us  your 
undertaking  to  make  the  remittances  in  accordance  with  the  terms 


I 


VOL.  v.]  CASES  IN  THE  PKIVY  COUNOIL.  503 

of  the  invoices.    Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  &  C.  F.  SHU  have  also  J.  C. 

further  agreed  that  the  remittances  are  always  to  come  forward  in  1874 

first-class  bank  bills.    We  shall  also  be  glad  if,  upon  all  occasions  xhe 

when  you  send  remittances  to  Messrs.  Oecrge  LyaU  &  C.  F.  StiU  %^^^f* 

against  the  shipments,  you  will  hand  us  a  press  copy  of  the  letter  India, 

which  you  write  to  those  gentlemen,  enclosing  the  remittances.  and  Cbtsa 

"We  annex  the  form  of  letter  which  we  shall  be  glad  if  you  will  hknperson. 

adopt  in  making  all  remittances  to  Messrs.  George  LyaU  &  0.  F.  """" 

StiU  against  shipments  on  their  account.    We  hand  the  invoices 

and  bills  of  lading  to  Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  &  C.  F.  Stilly  with 

whom  we  have  an  undertaking  that  they  will  transmit  the  same 

to  you.    We  are,"  &c. 

Form  of  letter  referred  to. 

"  Hong  Kong* 
^'  Messrs.  George  LyaU  <&  C.  F.  SOU,  London. 

**  Dear  Sirs, — We  beg  to  wait  upon  you  with  the  undermen- 
tioned remittance,  which  please  place  to  the  credit  of  shipment 
outwards  per  "  "  marked  on  account  of  yourselves,  and 

specially  to  meet  your  acceptance  of  Messrs.  C7.  P.  Henderson  & 
OoJs  draft  (or  any  renewal  thereof)  against  said  shipment. 

"  Yours  faithfuUy." 

In  answer  thereto,  the  said  Hong  Kong  firm  wrote  as  follows : — 

"  Hong  Kong,  15th  December,  1866. 
''  Messrs.  C.  P.  Henderson  &  Co.^  Manchester. 

**  Dear  Sirs, — We  have  the  pleasure  to  acknowledge  receipt  of 
your  favour  of  24th  October,  in  which  you  refer  especially  to 
the  arrangements  entered  into  between  your  good  selves  and 
Messrs.  Oeorge  LyaU  &  C.  F.  StiU  for  the  remittance  from  this 
side  of  cost  of  your  shipments  of  goods  purchased  on  our  account. 
These  arrangements  we  have  now  to  say  will  be  carefully  attended 
to  by  us,  and  remittances  will  be  made  in  the  form  appended  in 
your  letter.  Copies  of  our  letter  advising  remittances  to  our 
friends  will  be  sent  to  you  regularly. 

•'  "  We  are,"  &c. 

In  pursuance  of  the  terms  agreed  upon,  Bespondents  shipped 
fifty  trusses  of  long  ells  on  board  the  Peninmdar  and  Oriental 
Company's  steamer  Syria,  on  account  of  Messrs.  O.  LyaU  dt  C.  F. 
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J.  c.       sun,  under  a  bill  of  lading,    The  said  bill  of  lading,  together  with 
1874        an  invoice  for  the  fifty  trusses  of  long  ells,  were  forwarded  by  the 
"^        Respondents  to  the  L(mdon  firm  of  O.  LyaJl  d  C.  F.  SHU,  and 
Chaotbed  by  them  to  the  firm  of  Lyall,  StiU,  d  Go.,  at  Banff  Kanff. 
India,  The  heading  of  the  invoice  was  as  follows : — 

AUSTBALIA, 

AND  Chika        « Invoice  of  fifty  trusses  of  long  ells  shipped  by  Messrs.  C.  P. 

Hexdebsok.  Senderson  dt  Co,  per  steamship  Syria^  from  London  to  Honff  Kong, 
and  consigned  to  Messrs.  LyaJl^  Still,  db  Co.  there,  for  realisation, 
the  proceeds  to  be  remitted  to  Messrs.  Georffe  Lyall  &  C.  F.  Still, 
London,  in  first-class  bank  bills,  specially  to  meet  their  acceptance 
of  0.  P.  Henderson  dt  Co's  draft,  or  any  renewal  thereof,  against 
this  shipment,  and  bought  for  account  and  risks  of  Messrs.  O&yrge 
Lyall  db  C.  F.  Still,  London^ 

The  acceptance  mentioned  in  the  heading  was  for  £2060  12^  IJ. 
sterling,  the  price  of  the  goods  and  expenses  of  shipment  This 
was  dishonoured  at  maturity,  and  the  Bespondents  had  not,  at  the 
date  of  the  transactions  after  mentioned,  been  paid  for  the  goods. 

During  the  month  of  November,  1866,  the  Appellants  purchased 
from  the  firm  of  LyaU,  Still,  dk  Co.,  tor  the  sum  of  £15,000  sterling, 
certain  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  that  firm  upon  a  firm  trading 
in  England  under  the  name  of  Chalmers,  Ovthrie,  dk  Co,,  upon  the 
understanding  and  agreement  that  the  advance  should  be  covered 
by  shipping  documents  for  silk  or  other  China  produce.  The  sum 
of  £15,000  sterling  was  paid  in  advance  by  them  to  LyaU,  SttB^ 
dk  Co.  at  the  time  they  purchased  the  bills,  upon  the  promise  and 
understanding  that  the  shipping  documents  should  be  delivered 
before  the  departure  of  the  next  outgoing  mail  for  Europe. 

The  firm  of  LyaU,  Still,  dk  Co.,  failed  to  deliver  the  Faid  ship- 
ping documents,  notwithstanding  that  they  were  ui^gently  pressed 
to  do  so  by  the  Appellants,  and  having  been  threatened  by  the 
Appellants  with  immediate  legal  proceedings  in  the  event  of  their 
failing  to  fulfil  their  said  contract  without  further  delay,  promised 
the  Appellants  that  if  they  would  abstain  from  commencing  legal 
proceedings  against  them,  and  would  consent  to  release  them  from 
their  engagement  to  furnish  the  said  shipping  documents  for  silk 
and  other  China  produce,  and  allow  the  said  sum  of  £15,000 
sterling,  which  had  been  paid  to  them  in  advance  for  the  said 
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bills  upou  the  faith  of  their  undertaking  to  deliver  the  said  ship-       j.  c. 
ping  documents  as  aforesaid^  to  condtitate  an  ordinary  debt  for       1874 
money  lent,  they  Xrould  deposit  with  the  Appellants  other  security       *5^ 
for  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum ;  and  tiiey  offered  to  deposit  CaARTERED 
With  the  Appellants  at  once,  in  part  fulfilm^it  of  such  proposed      India, 
substituted  arrangement,  a  bill  of  lading  for  goods  of  the  value  of   jmC^va 
$10,000,  or  thereabouts,  which  they  stated  had  already  been  sold  hekdbhson. 
by  them  to  arrive,  upon  the  understanding  that  the  said  bill  of       — 
lading,  or  the  goods  represented  therein,  would  be  returned  to  the 
firm  upon  payment  by  them  to  the  Appellants  of  a  sum  equivalent 
to  the  value  thereof. 

The  Appellants  assented  to  the  proposed  arrangement  in  substi- 
tution of  the  original  agreement,  which  the  firm  of  LyaU,  SHlly  & 
Co.  were  unable  to  fulfil,  and  the  firm  in  part  performance  of  'the 
substituted  agreement  and  in  consideration  of  the  loan  and  of  the 
original  agreement,  on  the  14th. of  December,  1866,  handed  to 
the  Appellants  the  bill  of  lading  for  fifty  trusses  or  bales  of  long 
ells,  which  bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  by  the  firm,  and  was  stated 
by  them  to  represent  the  goods  which  they  had  sold  to  arrive, 
and  which  were  to  be  redeemable  by  them  on  the  terms  above 
mentioned. 

As  to  the  dealing  with  the  goods,  it  was  alleged  by  the  Re- 
spondents that  the  Appellants  took  possession  of  the  fifty  trusses 
of  long  ells  under  the  bill  of  lading,  and  realized,  and  converted 
the  same  into  money,  and  received  the  proceeds  thereof,  and 
appropriated  the  same  to  the  peurt  liquidation  and  discharge  of 
the  said  sum  of  £15,000  sterling. 

The  Appellants,  by  their  answer,  admitted  that  when  the  fifty 
trusses  of  long  ells  arrived,  they  took  possession  of  the  goods,  but 
they  denied  the  foregoing  statements  as  to  the  sale,  and  stated 
that  the  firm  of  LyaUf  8tiU,  dt  Cix,  having  paid  into  the  AppeU 
lants'  bank  various  sums  of  money  equivalent  in  the  whole  to  the 
sum  of  $10,000  above  mentioned  (which  sums  were  mixed  with' 
the  general  money  of  the  bank)  the  Appellants  gave  credit  in 
their  books  to  the  firm  of  Lt/aU,  Still,  <&  Co.  for  an  amount  equal 
to  those  sums,  and  gave  up  their  lien  on  the  goods,  and  re- 
delivered the  same  to  the  firm;  and  that  during  all  this  time 
they  had  no  notice  of  the  arrangements  under  which  the  goods 

Vol,  Y.  3  2  L 
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J.  c.  were  shipped,  or  of  the  invoices,  or  of  any  trust  attaching  thereto. 

1S74  Later  in  the  same  month,  on  the  22nd  of  December,  1866,  LyaU^ 

^^  Still,  dk  Co.  made  a  general  assignment  of  their  property  to  the 

^B^??  Appellants  and  to  another  bank ;  bat  the  transactions  just  stated 

Ikdia,  ^ere  antecedent  to,  and,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  Appel- 

Attbtrat^ta 

AND  China    hmts  in  their  answer,  were  quite  independent  of,  that  assignment  (1). 
Henotmon.      ^  t'^®  ^^^y  P*rt  of  1867,  the  firm  of  Lyall,  Still,  dt  Co.  stopped 

payment,  and  the  partners  were  adjudicated  bankrupts  on  the 

23rd  of  May,  1867,  at  Honff  Kong. 

Under  the  above  circumstances  the  Respondents  filed  their  bill, 
whereby  they  sought  to  have  it  declared  that  the  assignment  of 
the  bill  of  lading  to  the  Appellants  was  void,  as  being  a  fraudulent 
preference  of  the  Appellants  (which  ground  of  complaint,  how- 
ever, they  gave  up  at  the  hearing),  and  they  further  prayed  that 
it  might  be  declared  that  all  sums  of  money  received  by  the 
Appellants  in  respect  of  the  fifty  trusses  of  long  ells,  had  been 
received  by  them  in  trust  for  the  Bespondents,  and  that  inquiries 
might  be  directed  as  to  the  said  sums  of  money,  and  that  the 
Appellants  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Bespondents  all  the 
said  sums  of  money,  with  interest 

The  Chief  Justice,  in  effect,  decreed  that  the  Bespondents  were 
entitled  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  by  the  Appellants  of  the 
long  ells,  and  interest  thereon  at  12  per  cent,  paid  to  them,  so 
far  as  the  same  extended,  or  as  might  be  necessary  to  reooap 
them  the  sums  they  had  paid  in  tekking  up  the  bills  which  they 
had  drawn  for  the  price  and  the  amount  of  commissions  and 
incidental  expenses,  and  interest  on  these  amounts  at  4  per  cent 

The  learned  Judge  made  this  decree  upon  the  ground  that  Mr. 
Kaye,  the  resident  agent  of  the  Appellants,  had  when  he  accepted 
the  hypothecation  of  the  bill  of  lading,  notice  of  the  insolvency 
of  the  firm  of  LyaU,  StiU,  d  Co.,  and  that  as  such  agent  he  could 
not  (in  accepting  the  bill  of  lading  of  the  long  ells,  the  goods  in 
question,  from  the  bankrupts,  though  the  goods  were  then  in  the 
harbour)  have  any  higher  title  to  them  against  the  Bespondents 
than  the  bankrupts  had,  and  that  in  the  bankrupts'  hands  the  goods 
were  clearly  subject  to  a  trust  to  provide  by  sale  funds  to  meet 
the  bills  drawn  against  the  goods. 

(1)  See  Rodgtr  y.  The  Camptair  ^EtoompU  de  Parte,  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  393. 


V. 

Hendebson. 
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From  this  decision  the  Defendant  appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in       J.  c. 
Council  1874 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard.  "^  - 

Chabtebed 

Mr.  Joseph  Broton,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  S.  M.  Jaekaan,  Q.C.,  with  whom     ^j^^' 
was  Mr.  F.  Meadows  Whiie,  for  the  Appellants : —  Austoalia. 

^^  AKD  OHniA 

There  have  been  two  cases  before  the  Privy  Council  arising  out 
of  the  transactions  between  these  parties,  and  the  question  is  under 
which  of  the  two  the  present  appeal  falls. 

The  cases  which  shew  how  the  law  stands  on  this  subject  are 
collected  in  the  report  of  Bodger  v.  The  Comploir  cCIkcompte  de 
Paris  (1).  The  facts  of  that  case  were  different  from  the  present. 
There  it  was  held  that  the  words  of  the  instrument  of  assignment 
did  not  carry  a  greater  interest  than  the  assignee  had ;  and  the 
bill  of  lading  which  purported  to  be  assigned  had  not  arrived. 
The  real  question  in  that  case  is  stated  to  be  whether  value  had 
been  given  for  the  bill  of  lading,  the  firm  not  having  possession 
of  the  documents  at  the  time. 

The  recent  case,  Henderson  v.  Le  Comptoir  cCEscompte  de 
Paris  (2),  is  parallel  to  the  present  one ;  the  legal  and  equitable 
title  were  there  united.  We  rely  on  the  bill  of  exchange  indorsed 
to  us  while  the  goods  were  in  the  harbour,  whereby  we  became  in 
possession. 

In  the  recent  case  we  gave  up  some  documents.  Here  we  did 
not  give  up  any  document;  but  gave  up  our  claims  to  have 
documents,  and  forbore  to  sue.  In  Bodger^s  Case  (1),  the  Court 
held  that  the  transaction  of  the  22nd  of  December  was  governed 
by  the  rule  that  the  assignee  had  no  greater  rights  than  the 
assignor.  In  Sendersbn  v.  Le  Oomptoir  d^Eseompte  de  Paris  (2),  the 
agreement  was  the  same  as  in  this  case ;  and  the  Court  held  that 
the  legal  claim  ought  to  prevail  against  the  secret  trust.  Where 
personal  estate  not  transferable  at  law,  is  purchased  from  a  trustee, 
the  purchaser  cannot  hold  it  on  a  higher  footing  than  the  trustee. 

In  the  present  case,  Henderson  dt  Co.  had  a  mere  undertaking  of 
an  unusual  kind,  and  unknown  to  those  who  were  dealing  with 
LyaU  dt  Co.  at  Hong  Kong.  Bodger^s  Case  proves  only  that  the 
consignment  was  not  sufficient  to  bar  the  vendor's  right  of  stop- 

(l)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  393.  (2)  Supra,  p.  25g. 
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J.  C.       page  in  tranBUu.     The  law  recognises  certain  acts  which  will 

1874        defeat  the  yendor's  right,  and  the  judgment  merely  decided  that 

The        ^^  circumstances  in  that  case  were  not  sufSdent  to  do  so* 

Ca^TEBKD       Loj^i  ;Eldon  contrasting  land  with  chattels,  says  (1),  chattels  are 

India,       held' by  possession  and  land  by  title;  we  actnally  got  possession 

AND  Cbina   afterwards.    There  is  a  dear  distinction  in  bankruptcy,  where  one 

Heni^bson.  Bocnrity  is  given  up  in  consideration  of  receiving  another.     We 

—        got  our  possession  for  valuable  though  not  present  consideration, 

and  we  are  not  charged  with  notice. 

The  AUomey-Oeneral  (Sir  B,  BaggaUay),  and  Mr.  Dundas  Gar- 
diner,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

In  the  present  case  it  was  known  to  the  bank  that  LyaU,  Still 
db  Co.  were  in  straits.     That  is  shewn  by  the  very  nature  of  tlio 
transaction,  when  Lydll,  Stilly  &  Co.  offered  to  deposit  with  them 
the  bill  of  lading  of  goods  which  had  been  sold  to  arrive.      To 
give  a  perfect  title  in  such  a  case  as  this,  where  there  is  a  prior 
equity  in  others,  there  ought  to  be  possession  of  the  bill  for  value 
given,  and  there  should  be  no  notice  of  insolvency.    Here  there 
was  po  money  advanced  or  promised ;  and  the  transaction  must 
have  been  entered  into  in  contemplation  of  the  general  assignment 
of  LyaU  dt  StUTB  property  to  the  two  banks,  which  was  made  im- 
mediately after.      In  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  The  Comftoir 
d^Eseompte  de  Pa/rie  (2),  the  Judicial  Committee  held  that  it  was 
not  a  conflict  between  different  equities,  but  that  the  bank  com- 
bined the  legal  and  the  equitable  title.     The  present  case  is 
different ;  the  principle  of  Bodger's  Case  (3)  applies.    The  bank 
admits  that  Xya2Z,  SOU,  &  Co.,  paid  off  $10,000  of  their  debt. 
Their  case  is,  that  having  got  possession  of  the  goods,  they  sold 
them  through  LgaU,  Still,  dt  Co.,  as  agents.    The  sale  by  LyaU, 
StiU,  &  Co.,  was  on  their  own  behalf,  not  for  the  bank.     The 
goods  were  sold;   and  the  amount  for  which  the  goods  were 
pledged  was  paid.    They  gave  up  their  lien.    Beyond  doubt  the 
Bespondent  had  a  lien  on  the  goods.     Did  the  Appellants  acquire 
a  preferable  right?    It  is  impossible  to  believe  the  story  as  told 
by  the  bank.     Probably  the  goods  were  sold  by  LyaU,  SiiH,  <&  Co-, 
but  not  for  the  bank.    It  was  better  worth  their  while  to  paj- 

(1)  13  Vcs.  lU.  (2)  Sfijtra,  p.  253.  (3)  Law  Rep  2  P.  C.  393. 
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their  immediate  creditors  at  Bang  Kong,  than  resist ;   so  Lyatty  J.  C. 

Stilly  &  Go.  themselves  sold  and  handed  oyer  the  proceeds  to  the  1874 

bank.    They  were  in  possession  of  the  bill,  and  the  ship  was  in  the 

the  harbonr ;  by  the  bank's  own  statement  it  had  possession  of  ^^^^"^^ 

the  shipping  documents  for  a  short  time*                             *  i^^ia, 

AUfiTBALIA, 

AND  China 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by  Hevdebson. 

Sir  Barnes  Peacock  : — 

• 

In  this  case  the  Chartered  Bank  of  India,  Aitstralia,  and  Chind 
are  the  Appellants^  and  Charles  Paton  Sbnderson  and  Colin 
George  Boss  are  the  Bespondents.  The  Bespondents  were  the 
Plaintiffs  in  a  suit  brought  in  the  Court  of  Hong  Kong  against  the 
Appellants,  and  they  sought  to  recover  from  them  in  that  suit  a 
sum  of  money  which  they  had  received  under  a  bill  of  lading 
indorsed  to  them  by  Messrs.  LyaU,  StiU,  &  Co.  The  Plaintiffs  in 
the  first  paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  their  bill  ask,  *^  That  it  may 
be  declared  that  the  assignment  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  to  the 
Defendant  was  and  is  void,  as  being  a  fraudulent  preference  of  the 
Defendants."  That  point  is  given  up,  and  no  question  now  arises 
upon  it.  Then  in  the  second  paragraph  of  the  prayer  they  ask, 
''  That  it  may  be  declared  that  all  sums  of  money  received  by  the 
Defendants  in  respect  of  fifty  trusses  of  long  ells,  to  which  the  bill 
of  lading  related,  have  been  received  by  them  in  trust  for  the 
Plaintiffs."  Now  the  question  is  whether  the  bank  received  the 
proceeds  of  those  goods  in  trust  for  the  Plaintiffs  or  on  their 
own  account.  There  is  no  doubt  that  Messrs.  Lydll  &  Still  in 
London  purchased  the  goods  from  Messrs.  Henderson  &  Co,  on 
the  terms  expressed  in  the  letter  of  the  Ist  of  September,  1866, 
which  is  set  out  at  page  5  of  the  record,  viz.,  that  the  invoices 
should  state  that  the  proceeds  of  the  shipments  were  to  be  remitted 
to  Messrs.  LydU  &  StiU — ^they  being  the  firm  in  London — ^in  first- 
class  bank  bills  specially  to  meet  the  \  acceptance  of  Messrs. 
Senderdon  &  CoJa  draft  against  the  shipment.  The  goods  had 
been  paid  for  by  an  acceptance  of  Messrs.  Lt/aU  dt  StiU,  and  the 
stipulation  was  that  they  should  send  them  out  to  their  firm  of 
LyaU,  Stilly  &  Co.  in  Eong  Kong,  and  that  the  firm  there  should 
remit  the  proceeds  to  Lt/all  &  Still  in  London  in  order  that  they 
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J.  c.       should  therewith  take  up  the  bill  which  they  had  accepted  in  pay- 

1S74        ment  for  the  goods.    It  may  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  this 

'^^       case  that  the  stipulation  that  the  proceeds  of  the  shipments  were 

Ceabtebbd   to  \^  remitted  in  first- class  bills  created  a  trust  on  the  part  of 
Bakk  op  .  * 

India,  LyoU,  Still  &  Co.  not  to  pledge  the  goods,  but  so  to  deal  with  them 
AND  China'  that  they  should  obtain  the  value  of  them,  and  remit  the  proceeds 
Hendeiwon.  ^^^  *^®  purpose  of  taking  up  the  bill.    But,  assuming  that  such  a 

trust  was  created  between  Messrs.  LyaK,  SttU  &  Co.  ahd  Messrs. 

Henderson  &  Co.,  the  question  is  whether  the  bank  were  bound  by 
that  trust. 

Now  the  bill  of  lading  was  sent  out  to  Lyall,  Still,  &  Co,,  and  on 
the  14th  of  December  they,  haying  it  in  their  possession,  indorsed 
and  delivered  it  to  the  bank.  The  consideration  for  which  they 
indorsed  it  is  set  out  in  the  answer  of  the  Defendants.  Paragraph 
16  states,  ''The  Defendants  admit  that  during  the  month  of 
November,  1866,  they  purchased  from  the  said  firm  of  LyaUy  SHU, 
it  Co.  for  the  sum  of  £15,000  sterling  certain  bills  of  exchange  drawn 
by  tbe  said  firm  upon  a  firm  trading  in  England  under  the  name  of 
Chalmers,  Quthrie,  <&  Co.,  upon  the  understanding  and  agreement 
that  the  said  advance  should  be  covered  by  shipping  documents  for 
silk  or  other  (7Atna  produce ;  the  said  sum  of  £15,000  sterling  was 
paid  and  advanced  by  them  to  the  said  firm  at  the  time  they  pur- 
chased the  said  bills  upon  the  promise  and  understanding  that  the 
paid  shipping  documents  should  be  delivered  before  the  departure 
of  the  next  outgoing  mail  for  Etirope''  It  appears  then  that  the 
bank  purchased  bills  of  exchange  to  the  extent  of  £15,000  from 
Messrs.  LyoU,  Still,  &  Co.,  and  that  they  paid  them  the  amount 
upon  the  stipulation  that  Messrs.  LydU,  StiU,  &  Co,  were  to  hand 
them  over  shipping  documents  to  the  extent  of  the  bills.  They 
then  go  on  in  paragraph  17  to  shew  that  Messrs.  LyaU,  StiU,  &  Co. 
failed  to  perform  that  agreement  They  say,  ^  The  Defendants  do 
not  know  whether  the  said  firm  of  LyaU,  StiU,  dk  Co.  were  unable 
to  deliver  to  them  such  shipping  documents  as  aforesaid,  or  to 
repay  the  said  advance,  but  they  admit  that  the  said  firm  failed  to 
do  so  notwithstanding  that  they  were  urgently  pressed  to  do  so  by 
the  Defendants ;  and  the  said  firm  having  been  threatened  by  the 
Defendants  with  immediate  legal  proceedings  in  the  event  of 
their  failing  to  fulfil  their  said  contract  without  further  delay. 
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promised  the  Defendants  that  if  they  would  abstain  from  com"*  J.  o. 
mencing  legal  proceedings  against  them,  and  would  consent  to  1874 
release  them  from  their  engagement  to  furnish  the  said  shipping  ^^ 
documents  for  silk  and  other  China  produce,  and  allow  the  said  ^g^^^'* 
sum  of  £15,000  sterling  which  had  been  paid  to  them  in  advance  India, 
for  the  said  bills  upon  the  faith  of  their  undertaking  to  deliver  and  China 
the  said  shipping  documents  as  aforesaid  to  constitute  an  ordinary  hendsrsox. 

debt  for  money  lent>  they  would  deposit  with  the  Defendants  other       

security  for  the  repayment  of  the  said  sum ;  and  they  offered  to 
deposit  with  the  Defendants  at  once  in  part  fulfilment  of  such 
proposed  substituted  arrangement^  a  bill  of  lading  for  goods  of  the 
value  of  $10,000  or  thereabouts," — the  bill  of  lading  in  question — 
''  which  they  stated  had  already  been  sold  by  them  to  arrive,  upon 
the  understanding  that  the  said  bill  of  lading  or  the  goods  repre- 
sented therein  would  be  returned  to  the  said  firm  upon  payment 
by  them  to  the  Defendants  of  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  said  value 
thereof."  Then  paragraph  18  says:  ''The  Defendants  admit 
that  tbey  assented  to  the  proposed  arrangement  in  substitution 
of  the  original  agreement  which  the  said  firm  of  LyaUf  SiHl^  dt  Co. 
were  unable  to  fulfil  as  aforesaid;  and  the  said  firm  in  part  per- 
formance of  the  said  substituted  agreement,  and  in  consideration 
of  the  said  loan  and  of  the  said  original  agreement,  handed  to  the 
Defendant  the  bill  of  lading  for  fifty  trusses  or  bales  of  long  ells, 
mentioned  in  paragraph  18  of  the  said  bill  of  complaint,  which  said 
bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  by  the  said  firm  and  was  stated  by 
them  to  represent  the  said  goods  which  they  had  sold  to  arrive, 
and  which  were  to  be  redeemable  by  them  on  the  terms  aforesaid." 

It  appears  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  and  handed  over 
by  Messrs.  LyaU,  SHU,  dt  Co.  to  the  bank  in  consideration  of  the 
bank's  releasing  them  from  the  obligation  which  they  had  come 
under  to  hand  over  shipping  documents  of  the  value  of  £15,000, 
and  of  their  undertaking  not  to  take  the  legal  proceedings,  criminal 
or  civil,  which  they  had  threatened.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  their 
Lordships  that  there  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  bill  of  lading  by  Messrs.  LyaU,  l^iU,  dt  Co.  to  the 
bank. 

Then,  had  the  bank  notice  of  the  trust  which  had  attached  to 
the  proceeds  of  those  goods  in  the  hands  of  Messrs.  LydU,  StiU,  dt 
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J.  0.  Oo.  1    The  bill  does  not  charge  that  they  had  notice  of  the  trust 

I87d  or  of  the  terms  upon  which  the  goods  had  been  sold  by  Messrs. 

*^  Henderson  &  Co.    It  is  not  found  by  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 

Chartered  the  case  that  they  had  such  notice,  nor  is  it  probable  that  such  a 

JuAnK  fjW 

India,  notice  would  have  been  given.  Messrs.  LycM^  StUl,  dt  Co.  were 
AND  China'  Under  an  obligation  to  deliver  shipping  documents  to  the  bank ; 
Hendrbson  ^^®y  ^®^®  unable  to  do  so,  and  the  bank  threatened  legal  pro- 
—  ceedings  against  them,  and  to  proceed  against  them  criminally ; 
and  then,  in  order  to  induce  the  bank  to  stay  these  proceedings, 
Messrs.  LyaU,  StUl,  db  Co.  say,  we  will  treat  this  £15,000  as  a 
loan,  you  release  us  from  the  obligation  to  give  the  shipping  docu- 
ments, and  if  you  do  that  we  will  indorse  and  hand  over  to  yon 
this  bill  of  lading.  Is  it  likely  that  when  they  wanted  to  induce 
the  bank  to  release  them  from  the  obUgation  to  deliver  shipping 
documents  and  to  accept  the  bill  of  lading  in  lieu  thereof,  they 
would  have  said  we  will  hand  over  a  bill  of  lading  which  is  subject 
to  such  a  trust  that  when  the  goods  are  sold  you  will  not  be  able 
to  receive  the  proceeds  ?  It  is  most  improbable  that  they  would 
have  given  such  a  notice  to  the  bank  when  they  indorsed  the 
bill  of  lading  under  the  circumstances  stated. 

The  bUl  of  lading  having  been  indorsed  to  the  bank  for  a 
valuable  consideration  and  without  notice,  passed  the  legal  interest 
in  the  goods  to  the  bank.  Apparently,  from  the  statement  in  the 
answer,  the  goods  were  actually  delivered  over  to  the  bank,  so  that 
the  legal  interest  passed  to  the  bank  not  only  by  the  delivery  of 
the  goods  but  by  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of  lading.  But 
even  assuming  that  the  bank  did  not  obtain  actual  delivery  of 
the  goods,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  indorsement  of  the  bill  of 
lading  for  valuable  consideration  passed  the  legal  interest  in  the 
goods  to  the  bank. 

There  is  a  distinction  between  this  oase  and  the  one  which  was 
cited  of  Bodffer  v.  The  Comptoir  cCEseompte  de  Porta  (1).  In  that 
case  the  question  was  whether  the  goods  could  be  stopped  in 
iranaiiuy  and  whether  the  indorsement  of  a  bill  of  lading  prevented 
the  unpaid  sellers  from  stopping  the  goods  in  consequence  of  the 
insolvency.  Sir  Joseph  Napier,  in  delivering  the  judgment  in  that 
case,  said : — '*  The  general  rule  so  clearly  stated  and  explained  by 
(1)  5  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases  (N.S.)  638 ;  Law  Kep.  2  P.  C.  893. 
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Lord  St  Leonards  is,  that  the  assignee  of  any  security  stands  in  J.  a 

the  same  position  as  the  assignor  as  to  the  equities  arising  npon  1874 

it.    This,  as  a  general  mle,  was  not  disputed ;  but  it  was  con-  thb 

tended  that  the  case  of  a  bill  of  lading  is  exceptional  and  must  be  ^^^^ 

dealt  with  on  special  srounds.    Doubtless  the  holder  of  an  in-  ^  ^^^, 

*  °  Australia, 

dorsed  bill  of  lading  may,  in  the  course  of  commercial  dealing,    and  Chiha 

transfer  a  greater  right  than  he  himself  has.    The  exception  is  Hendxbsov. 

funded  on  the  negotiable  quality  of  the  document.    It  is  con-       "~" 

fined  to  the  case  where  the  person  who  transfers  the  right  is 

himself  in  actual  and  authorized  possession  of  the  document,  and 

the  transferee  gives  value  on  the  faith  of  it,  without  having  notice 

of  any  circumstance  which  would  render  the  transaction  neither 

fair  nor  honest.    In  such  a  case,  if  the  vendor  is  unpaid,  one  of 

Iwo  innocent  parties  must  suffer  by  the  act  of  a  third,  and  it 

is  reasonable  that  he  who  by  misplaced  confidence  has  enabled 

such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss  should  sustain  it."    His 

Lordship  cited  the  well-known  case  of  LieJcbarroio  v.  Mason  (1) 

as  an  authority  for  that  position.    Then  he  went  on  to  consider 

whether  there  was  any  valuable  consideration  for  the  indorsement 

•of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  shewed  that  it  was  indorsed  and  handed 

over  in  pursuance  of  a  previous  agreement  of  the  26th  December, 

1866,  which  is  also  set  up  in  this  case,  by  which  the  parties  agreed 

to  transfer  all  goods  and  bills  of  lading  or  other  documents  for  all 

goods  *^  now  on  the  way  hither,  to  arrive  in  December,  1866,  or 

January,  1867."    The  bill  of  lading  was  not  handed  over,  nor  had 

it  even  arrived  at  the  time  when  the  agreement  was  entered  into. 

Sir  Josq^h  Napier  goes  on  to  say, — '*  But  in  this  case,  at  the  time 

of  the  assignment  Maclean  had  not  possession  of  the  documents. 

Nothing  was  advanced  on  the  faith  of  them.    There  is  merely  a 

general  description  of  the  documents  expected  to  arrive,  without 

knowing  their  contents,  or  how  far  they  might  be  limited  or 

qualified.    The  property  of  the  firm  in  the  goods  expected  was 

not  only  subject  to  special  stipulations  in  the  contracts  of  sale  in 

the  case  of  two  of  the  three  parcels,  but  was  also  subject  in  all 

the  three  to  the  lien  of  the  unpaid  vendors."    Then  he  says, 

"^  Doubtless  the  vendor's  claim  cannot  prevail  against  the  daim  of 

(1)  1  Sm.  L.  C.  699. 
Vol.  V.  3  2  M 
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J.  0.       a  transferee  for  value  given  on  the  faith  of  a  negotiable  security 

1874        fairly  and  honestly  taken.    To  the  extent  to  which  he  has  sa 

Xhb        given  valuoi  he  has  a  prior  claim.    But  the  rule  is  founded  on  the^ 

^^^J^"^   reason  of  it  as  already  explained,  cessarUs  raHone  eestai  ipsa  lex. 

iRDTA,      Where  there  is  no  advance  made  or  value  given  upon  the  faith  of 

AMD  China   the  documents,  where  the  object  is  simply  by  a  sweeping  clause  to 

HEzmiBsov.  gather  in  whatever  may  be  got  to  recoup  the  creditor  of  a  debtor 

who  had  become  insolvent  for  an  improvident  advance  made  upo]> 

the  faith  of  a  totally  different  security,  where  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  assignment  no  interest  passed  that  would  place 
the  assignee  in  a  better  position  than  the  assignor,  it  appears  to 
their  Lordships  that  such  a  transfer  so  made,  and  under  such 
circumstances,  cannot  be  held  sufficient  to  defeat  the  vendor's 
claim."  But  the  present  case  differs  from  that  case,  inasmuch  as 
on  the  14th  of  December,  1866,  the  bill  of  lading  was  in  the 
hands  of  LyaUf  SiHl^  dt  Co.,  and  they  indorsed  and  handed  it  over 
to  the  bank  for  the  considerations  to  which  allusion  has  already 
been  made.  It  was  handed  over  at  that  time  for  a  valuable  con* 
sideration. 

Now  it  must  be  taken  that  the  consideration  for  the  deposit  by 
the  said  firm  of  Lycdl,  StiU,  dt  Co.  with  the  Defendants  of  the  said 
bill  of  lading  was  the  release  of  the  said  firm  from  their  original 
contract  to  supply  shipping  documents  of  China  produce,  the 
substitution  of  a  new  agreement,  and  the  abandonment  of  the 
threatened  legal  proceedings.  The  Defendants  admit  that  on  the 
22nd  of  December,  1866,  the  said  firm  of  Lyatt,  SOU  dt  Co.  did 
execute  the  writing  or  document  set  out  in  the  21st  paragraph  of 
the  said  bill,  and  that  the  said  writing  or  document  purports  to  be 
an  assignment  of  the  property  therein  mentioned  to  the  Defen- 
dants jointly  with  the  Compioir  d'Eseompts  de  Paris.  They  admit 
that  the  said  assignment^  and  the  £Eicts  relating  thereto,  were  the 
subjects  of  a  suit  recently  heard  and  decided.  It  is,  in  fact,  the 
same  agreement  as  that  set  up  in  Bodger's  Case  (1) ;  but  they  say 
that  the  deposit  of  the  said  bill  of  lading  for  the  said  fifty  trusses 
of  long  ells  by  the  said  firm  of  LyaU^  Stilly  dt  Co.  with  the  Defen- 
dants was  a  transaction  anterior  to  and  independent  of  the  said 

(1)  Law  Eep.  2  P.  C.  393. 
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assignment,  and  had  no  relation  thereto  or  therewitL    Their  J»0. 

Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  transfer  of  the  bill  of  lading  in  1974 

this  case  was  for  a  valuable  consideration.    It  was  transferred  oa  xm 

the  14th  of  December,  and  had  no  relation  to  the  docoment  which  ^^^g*"*"""* 

was  executed  on  the  16th  of  December.    This  case  differs  entirely  isanA, 

A  UWl'H  AT  J  A 

from  Bodffer's  Case  (1),  because  the  bill  of  lading  in  that  case  was   anb  China 
not  handed  over  at  the  time,  but  was  handed  over  in  pursuance  of  HssinBBsoy, 
the  agreement  generally,  to  hand  over  all  bills.    In  this  case  it       "^^ 
was  handed  over  specially  at  the  time  in  consideration  of  the  re- 
lease and  of  the  abandonment  of  proceedings  for  not  delivering 
over  the  shipping  documents.    It  therefore  appears  that  the  bank 
did  obtain  the  legal  right  to  the  goods  by  the  indorsement  of  the 
bill  of  lading  for  a  valuable  consideration,  and  whether  they  after- 
wards actually  received  possession  of  the  goods  or  not  they  had  a 
legal  title  to  them,  without  notice,  and  that  legal  title  was  not 
affected  by  the  equity  arising  out  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  goods  were  sold  by  Messrs.  Henderson  d  Co.  to  LyaJl, 
StiUy  &  Co. 

This  case  comes  entirely  within  the  case  of  Eenderson  dt  Co.  v. 
The  Comptoir  cPEeeomple  de  Paris  (2),  in  which  their  Lordships 
held  that  the  bank  got  the  legal  title  to  the  goods,  and  that  that 
legal  title  was  not  affected  by  the  equity  arising  from  the  terms 
upon  which  the  goods  were  originally  sold. 

It  was  suggested  that  probably  the  bank  gave  back  the  bill  of 
lading  in  consideration  of  Xyaff,  Siilli  &  Co's  handing  over  to 
them  the  proceeds  which  they  had  received  from  the  purchasers ; 
that  lAfallf  Still,  &  Co.  having  got  the  proceeds  which  had  been 
paid  to  them*  in  anticipation,  they  handed  over  those  proceeds,  got 
the  bill  of  lading  back,  and  then  handed  over  the  goods  to  the 
purchasers.  Even  if  LyaUf  SHU,  dt  Co.  did  sell  the  goods  and 
receive  the  proceeds  from  the  purchasers,  and  hand  over  the 
money  to  the  bank,  the  bank  would  not  be  affected  by  the  equity 
between  Messrs.  LyaU,  StiU,  &  Co.  and  Messrs.  Henderson  &  Co.,  as 
they  had  no  notice  of  the  terms  upon  which  the  goods  were  sold, 
and  when  LyaU,  SHU,  dt  Co.  handed  over  to  the  bank  the  money 
which  they  had  received  as  payment  for  the  goods,  the  bank  got  a 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  393.  (2)  Ante,  p.  253. 
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J.  0.  legal  title  to  the  money,  and  was  not  affected  by  any  equity  which 

1874  might  exist  between  Messis.  Henderson  &  Co.  and  LifoU,  SUUf  & 

Thi  Co.  arising  ont  of  the  agreement  under  which  the  goods  were  sold. 

Ghab^bd  therefore,  under  no  circumstances  were  the  bank  liable  or  affected 

Jt>ANK  OT  ' 

India,  \yj  the  equity  existing  between  Messrs.  Eendenan  dk  Co.  and  LyaU, 
AHD  China'  StiUi  d  Co.,  and  they  cannot  be  declared  to  be  trustees  for  Messrs. 
HiFDEBflON.  Senderson  &  Co.  of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods. 

*~  Under  these  circumstances  their  Lordships  will  advise  Her 

Majesty  that  the  suit  cannot  be  maintained,  that  the  decision  of 
the  learned  Judge  ought  to  be  rcYersedi  and  that  the  bill  be  dis- 
missed with  costs  in  the  Court  below,  and  the  costs  of  this 
appeal* 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Linklaier  dk  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Travers  Smith  &  Co. 


^  Besponpents. 


J.  c*     HENRY  PETER  PISANI Appbllaot; 

^^y^iS'ji*;  HER  MAJESTY'S  ATTORNEY  -  GENERAL  ^ 
juneT^:  FOR  GIBRALTAR,  DAVID  MOSES 
BENAIM,  NATALE  ESTEBAN  LEPRI, 
JOSEPH  SHAKERY  (since  dbckasbd), 
AND  FRANCIS  SHAKERY  and  VIOTORLl 
SHAKERY  (late  Infants,  but  now  of 
FULL  age) 

ON  APPEAL  PBOM  THE  SUPREME  COUBT  OF  GIBRALTAB. 

CcntefU — Waiver  of  Appeal^PurchaM  hy  BciicUorfrom  Client 

An  infonnation  by  way  of  bill  of  oomplaint  was  by  conBent  amended  by 
the  introduction  of  the  words  '*  That  the  rights,  if  any,  of  the  several  Defend- 
ants may  be  ascertained  and  declared  by  decree  of  this  Honourable  Court, 
and  that  they  may  be  ordered  to  pay  each  to  the  others  and  other  of  theio 


*  Present'— Sib  Jaxbb  W.  Ooltilb,  Sib  Babvbb  Pbaoock,  Sib  Mohtagux 
£.  Skith,  and  Sib  Bobebt  P.  Collibb. 
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their  and  his  costs  of  this  suit,  and  that  this  Honourable  Court  will  give  such 
farther  directions  in  the  premises  as  shall  be  necessary."  There  was  no  stipu- 
lati(»i  that  the  right  of  appeal  should  be  given  up,  and  it  appeared  that  the 
parties  never  contemplated  that  they  were  ceasing  to  keep  the  cause  in  curia, 
or  that  the  Judge  was  to  hear  it  otherwise  than  as  a  Judge,  or  that  it  was  not 
to  go  on  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  a  cause  regularly  heard  in  Court  :-^ 

Hdd^  that  the  right  to  appeal  had  not  been  waived. 

A  party  to  a  suit,  who,  knowing  that  certain  other  parties  are  infants, 
agrees  that  a  certain  course  should  be  taken  in  the  suit,  cannot  afterwards 
object  that  his  consent  does  not  bind  him  because  the  other  parties  were 
infants  and  oould  not  consent. 

Where  it  is  alleged  that  the  bringing  an  appeal  is  contrary  to  agreement, 
the  objection  ought  to  be  made  when  leave  to  appeal  is  applied  for,  or  to  be 
taken  by  a  petition  to  the  Queen  before  the  appeal  comes  on  for  hearing. 

The  Court  does  not  hold  that  an  attorney  is  incapable  of  purchasing  from 
his  client ;  but  watches  such  a  transaction  with  jealousy,  and  throws  on  the 
attorney  the  onus  of  shewing  that  the  bargain  is,  speaking  generally,  as  good 
as  any  that  could  have  been  obtained  by  due  diligence  from  any  other 
purchaser.  The  circumstances  of  the  employment  may  be  considered;  and 
the  amount  of  influence  estimated : — 

S.emble,  an  attorney  purchasing  firom  his  client  ought  to  insist  on  the  inter- 
vention of  another  professional  adviser. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  QibraUar.    The 
facts  were  shortly  as  follows : — 

Miss  Manuda  PorrOy  who  resided  at  Oibrdltar,  and  owned  some 
real  property  there,  made  her  will  in  1858,  whereby  she  specifically 
devised  it  to  the  Bespondents,  Lepri  and  Joseph  Shakery,  in  trust 
for  Joseph  Shakery's  two  children,  the  Bespondents  Francis  Shdkery 
and  VicUma  Shdken/y  equally  for  life,  with  remainder  to  their 
respective  children  in  fee,  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  she  appointed 
the  trustees  to  be  also  her  executors.  In  1868,  in  consideration  of 
an  annuity  of  $1500  for  her  life,  she  sold  and  conveyed  the  property 
to  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Peter  Henry  Pisani.  She  died  soon  after,  in 
the  same  year,  after  a  short  illness,  during  which  she  executed  a 
will,  which  was  prepared  at  her  request  by  the  Appellant,  and 
whereby  she  revoked  all  former  wills,  and  bequeathed  her  personal 
estate  to  one  Mr.  OonzaJes,  as  her  executor,  in  trust  for  three 
charities. 

After  Miss  Perrons  death  the  will  of  1868  was  proved  by  the 
executor.  The  Attomey-Greneral  of  QtbraUar  then  filed  an  infor- 
mation claiming  for  the  Crown  the  lands  which  had  belonged  to 


J.C. 

1874 


PiSANZ 
V. 

Attoknkt- 
Gbneral 

FOB 
GiBBALTAB. 


518  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  0.  her  as  having  escheated  for  want  of  heirs.    He  made  Defendants 

1874  the  Appellant  Pisani^  a  person  called  Benaim^  who  asserted  that 

^^jfi  the  Appellant  held  the  lands  as  a  trustee  for  him,  and  also  the 

.     ^'  Respondents  Lepri  and  the  Shakerys.    The  case  made  against  the 

Gbhbral  Appellant  was,  that  he  was  Miss  "Porrdz  legal  adviser,  and  had, 

von. 

GiBBALTAB.  bj  an  abuse  of  professional  confidence,  induced  her  to  sell  him  the 
land  at  an  undervalue.  The  original  prayer  of  the  information 
was,  that  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  Appellant  should  be 
declared  void  and  should  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled,  and  that 
it  should  be  decreed  that  Miss  Potto  died  without  heirs  and 
intestate,  the  information  alleging  that  the  will  of  1858  was 
revoked  by  the  will  of  1868.  The  Attorney-General,  however, 
failed  to  establish  the  title  of  the  Crown  by  escheat,  buty  upon  his 
motion,  and  by  consent  of  all  parties,  the  information  was  amended 
by  inserting  in  it  the  following  words : — "  That  the  rights,  if  any, 
of  the  several  Defendants  may  be  ascertained  and  declared  by 
decree  of  this  Honourable  Court,  and  that  they  may  be  ordered  to 
pay  each  to  the  others  and  other  of  them  their  and  his  costs  of  this 
suit,  and  that  this  Honourable  Court  will  give  such  further  direc- 
tions in  the  premises  as  shall  be  necessary."  No  one  represented 
the  parties  interested  under  the  later  will  after  the  above-men- 
tioned amendment  had  been  made,  and  the  Attorney-General 
endeavoured  to  shew  that  the  later  will  was  invalid,  as  having  been 
obtained  by  the  undue  influence  of  the  Appellant  and  others  when 
the  testatrix  was  in  eostTemia. 

By  the  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  OtbToUaT,  it  was  declared 
and  ordered  that  the  lands  had  not  escheated  to  the  Grown ;  that 
the  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  Appellant  should  be  delivered  by 
him  into  Court  to  be  cancelled ;  that  the  will  of  1868  was  void 
and  inoperative,  and  that  the  will  of  1858  was  valid. 

The  Attorney-General,  for  the  Crown,  and  also  Mr.  Benaim 
acquiesced  in  this  decree,  but  Mr.  Pisani  appealed  against  it  to 
Her  Majesty  in  Council. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Kay,  Q.G.9  and  Mr.  W.  W.  KaTsldke,  appeared  for  the 
Appellant. 
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Mr.  Fryy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe^  Q.C.|  for  the  Respondents.  J.  c. 

1874 

The  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  and  the  Counsel  for  the  Respon-  J^T 

dent  respectively  took  preliminary  objections  to  the  hearing ;  the  «. 

first  contending  that  the  decree  should  be  reversed  without  hearing  q^^H^ 

the  appeal  on  the  merits ;  tha  latter,  that  the  appeal  was  not  com-  q  5^  -^ 

potent  and  should  be  dismissed.  

The  decision  of  their  Lordships  on  these  objections  was  pro-       1374 
nounced  by  ^^ 

Sib  Moktaque  K  Smith  : — 

Their  Lordships  desire  to  state  shortly  the  grounds  why  they 
cannot  yield  to  either  of  the  preliminary  applications  which  have 
been  made  to  them :  one  by  Mr.  Kay  to  reverse  the  decree  without 
hearing  this  appeal  on  the  merits;  the  other  by  Mr.  Fry  to  dismiss 
the  appeal. 

It  will  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  without  going  at  length 
into  the  facts  of  the  case,  to  mention  that  the  suit  was  an  informa- 
tion by  the  Attorney-Grenerali  claiming,  for  the  Crown,  lands 
which  had  belonged  to  a  lady,  M<muela  "Porro^  as  escheated  for 
want  of  heirs.  He  made  Defendants  to  the  information  Pisani, 
the  Appellant,  ^ho  claimed  under  a  deed  of  purchase ;  a  person 
called  Benaim^  who  asserted  that  Pisani  was  trustee  for  him ;  and 
also  the  present  Respondents,  Lepri  and  the  two  ShaJeerySy  the 
former  being  the  trustee  and  the  latter  the  infant  cesluis  que  trust 
under  a  will  of  Miss  Porro  made  in  the  year  1868.  The  Attorney- 
General  failed  to  establish  the  title  of  the  Crown  by  escheat,  and 
thereupon  the  suit  as  originally  framed  ought  to  have  been  dis- 
missed. But  in  the  course  of  the  cause  the  opposing  claims  of 
the  Defendants  among  themselves  became  clear,  and  it  was  pro- 
posed that  the  information  should  be  amended  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  the  Court  to  determine  and  declare  what  those  rights 
were.  Such  an  alteration  of  the  suit  could  only  have  been  made, 
it  is  admitted,  by  consent,  and  the  question  raised  by  Mv.  Kay 
yesterday  was  whether  there  was  an  agreement  to  the  effect  that 
the  suit  should  be  so  altered  as  to  give  the  Court  power  to  declare 
in  that  suit  the  rights  of  the  Defendants  between  themselves. 
He  denied  that  such  an  agreement  was,  in  fact,  come  to. 
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J.  c.  Now;  what  is  stated  in  the  record  sent  to  their  Lordships  as 

1874       the  result  of  some  proceedings  on  the  3rd  of  May,  1869,  and  what 
pj^j      is  recorded  on  the  Judge's  note,  is  that  the  Attorney-General 
.     ^*         applied  for  leave  to  amend  by  insertiDg  an  averment  in  the 
GxNXBAL     information  by  consent.      The  note  is  this :    "  Her  Majesty's 
GiBaAMAB.  Attorney-General  for  CrAraltar,  before  proceeding  with  the  hear- 
ing,  moved  that  the  original  information  by  way  of  bill  of  com- 
plaint filed  by  him  in  this  Honourable  Courts  and  partly  heard, 
be  amended  by  inserting  the  following  words : — *  That  the  rights, 
if  any,  of  the  several  Defendants  may  be  ascertained  and  declared 
by  decree  of  this  Honourable  Court,  and  that  they  may  be  ordered 
to  pay  each  to  the  others  and  other  of  them  their  and  his  costs  of 
this  suit,  and  that  this  Honourable  Court  wiU  give  such  further 
directions  in  the  premises  as  shall  be  necessary.' "    Then  the  note 
states.  Stoles  and  CornweU  of  counsel  for  the  Defendant  Pisani, 
Becano  of  coimsel  for  Lepri,  Shakery,  Shakery^  and  Shakery,  and 
Belph  of  counsel  for  the  Defendant  Benaim,  being  present  and 
consenting,  '*  the  amendment  was  ordered  accordingly."     A  formal 
consent  order  was  drawn  up,  and  it  has  been  sent  over  with  the 
record. 

It  was  contended  by  Mr.  Kay  that  this  was  merely  an  amend- 
ment of  the  information,  leaving  the  question  open  to  be  decided 
whether  eflfect  ought  to  be  given  to  it.    Their  Lordships,  however, 
think  that  this  is  not  the  true  meaning  of  what  was  done.    It  is 
plain  that  the  amendment  was  agreed  to  in  view  of  the  probable 
failure  of  the  Attorney-General  upon  the  original  information. 
In  fact,  the  amendment  appears  to  have  been  made  and  the  agree- 
ment come  to  at  a  time  when  his  defeat  was  imminent.    If  the 
Attorney-General  had  succeeded  in  the  suit  the  amendment  would 
have  been  perfectly  useless,  since  he  could  not  succeed  withont 
defeating  the  claims  of  all  the  parties  Defendants.    He  must  have 
swept  the  board  clear  of  the  Defendants  before  he  could  have 
obtained  a  decree  for  the  Crown  on  the  ground  that  the  property 
had  escheated.    It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  the  object  of  this 
amendment  must  have  been  to  give  the  Court  power  to  declare 
the  rights  of  the  Defendants  between  themselves  in  the  event  of 
the  feilure  of  the  Attorney-General    No  doubt  that  is  a  wide 
departure  from  ^the  ordinary  procedure  of  the  Court.    It  clearly 
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could  not  have  been  done  without  consent ;  and  the  only  question       j.  c. 
that  is  raised  on  this  preliminary  application  is  whether  there  was       1874 
an  agreement  in  fact  that  the  Judge  should  hear  the  cause  and      f^^i 
decide  the  rights  of  the  parties  upon  that  footing.    Their  Lord-         «'• 
ships  think,  having  regard  to  the  considerations  to  which  they     Gxra&AL 
have  alluded,  that  this  really  was  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and   gibraltaiu 
this  is  corroborated  by  the  view  that  has  been  presented  to  them 
of  the  subsequent  course  of  the  cause.    It  is  clear  that  the  Judge 
and  all  parties  considered  that  such  an  agreement  had  been  come 
to.    As  soon  as  the  amendment  had  been  made  the  Judge  formally 
records  that ''  The  Attomey-Greneral  then  read  the  amendment  to 
the  prayer  of  the  bill,  as  ordered  this  day  by  the  Court,  to 
declare  and  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  several  Defendants." 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  was  an  agreement  by  the  Defendants,  not  merely  to  an 
amendment  of  the  pleadings,  but  that  their  rights  as  between 
themselves  should  be  declared,  whatever  might  be  the  event  of  the 
suit  regarding  the  claim  of  the  Grown.  It  is  enough,  upon  this 
preliminary  application,  to  say  that  this  agreement  is  proved; 
their  Lordships  reserving  to  themselves  full  power  to  determine 
in  what  way  justice  can  best  be  done  between  the  parties,  wher 
they  come  to  hear  the  merits  of  the  appeal. 

An  objection  was  taken  that  the  agreement  was  invalid,  and  did 
not  bind  any  of  the  parties,  because  there  were  two  infS&nts, 
Defendants,  for  whom  consent  could  not  be  given.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that,  in  the  state  in  which  matters  stood  ^t  the  time 
when  the  agreement  was  come  to,  it  was  apparently  for  the  benefit 
of  the  infimts,  who  thereby  obtained  the  assistance  of  the  Attorney- 
General,  that  such  an  agreement  should  be  made ;  and  further, 
whether  that  be  so  or  not,  their  Lordships  think  that  Mr.  Pisani, 
after  entering  into  it  with  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  parties 
were  infants,  cannot  be  n6w  heard  to  object  that  his  consent  does 
not  bind  him. 

Then  we  come  to  Mr.  JFVy'a  application.  He,  for  the  Bespon- 
dent,  not  only  contended  that  the  agreement  was  made  and  was 
binding,  but  urged  what  is  really  a  preliminary  objection,  that  the 
decree,  so  far  as  it  declares  the  rights  of  the  Defendants,  must  be 
regarded  as  the  award  of  an  arbitrator,  and  consequently  that  the 
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J.  C.        appeal  is  incompetent.    Their  Lordships  would  be  most  unwilling 
1874        to  uphold  the  agreement  at  all  if  this  were  to  be  the  effect  of  it, 
FiBAvi      because,  in  their  opinion,  such  a  result  would  be  opposed  to  the 
AnmMET-    intention  of  the  parties.    They  clearly  meant  to  keep  themselves 
Gbhkbal     ifi  curia,  and  the  Judge  clearly  so  understood  them.    It  in  plain 
GiBBALTAB.  also  that  the  parties  and  the  Judge  thought  that  an  appeal  was 
open.    It  is  true  that  there  was  a  deviation  from  the  cursns  ewriss, 
but  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject,  and  the  assump- 
tion of  the  duty  of  another  tribunal  is  not  involved  in  the  question. 
Departures  from  ordinary  practice  by  consent  are  of  every  day 
occurrence;   but  unless  there  is  an  attempt  to  give  the  Goart 
a  jurisdiction  which  it  does  not  possess,  or  something  occurs  which 
is  such  a  violent  strain  upon  its  procedure  that  it  puts  it  entirely 
out  of  its  course,  so  that  a  Court  of  Appeal  cannot  properly  review 
the  decision,  such  departures  have  never  been  held  to  deprive 
either  of  the  parties  of  the  right  of  appeal. 

The  cases  referred  to  by  Mr.  Fry  do  not  bear  out  his  contention. 
The  first  he  cited,  and  the  only  one  where  the  appeal  was  declared 
incompetent,  is  the  case  of  White  v.  Duke  of  Bucdeueh  (1).  In 
that  case  the  Court  made  an  order  ultra  vires.  The  interlocutor 
directed  a  surveyor  to  set  out  a  road,  deputing  to  him  an  authority 
which  the  Court  had  no  power  to  give.  The  interlocutor  appears 
to  have  had  this  vice,  that  the  Court  either  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
make  such  an  order  at  all  as  to  the  road,  or,  having  it,  could  not 
delegate  it  to  the  surveyor.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  in  giving  his 
opinion  to  the  House,  puts  the  objection  upon  the  ground  that  the 
Court  had  made  an  interlocutor  which  was  ultra  vires.  He  says : 
"  The  Court  below  had  no  power  whatever  to  direct  a  road  to  be 
laid  out  equally  convenient  to  that  which  the  public  were  clearly 
^  entitled.  They  have  not  given  the  public  any  way  which  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  use,  but  they  have  consulted  the  con- 
venience of  the  Defender,  and  they  have  directed  Mr.  Wylie  to 
ascertain  a  road  which  will  be  equally  convenient  to  the  public 
with  that  to  which  they  were  entitled,  and  not  inconvenient  to  the 
Defender.  There  is  no  doubt  whatever,  therefore,  that  in  this 
interlocutor,  the  Court  having  proceeded  ultra  vires,  all  the  sub- 
sequent interlocutors  which  were  founded  on  this  as  their  basis 

(I)  Law  Rep.  1  n.  L.,  Sc.  70. 
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were  taken  out  of  the  judicial  course,  and  consequently  were  not  a  J.  0. 

eubject  of  appeal."  1874 

In  another  case,  cited  from  the  same  volume,  Biokett  v.  Morris  (1),  Vi&axi 

the  Lord  Ordinary  had  heard,  by  consent,  a  case  which  ought  to  j^tiomiey- 

have  been  tried  in  the  Jury  Court.    There  was  in  that  case  the  as-  ^bnsbal 

FOB 

sumption  on  the  part  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  the  duty  of  another  Gibraltab. 
tribunal,  and  the  observations  made  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  point 
to  that  state  of  things.  The  objection  is  noticed  in  this  way  by  the 
Lord  Chancellor:  ^The  first  question  to  be  considered  is  the 
competency  of  the  present  appeal.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  is 
one  of  the  actions  appropriate  to  the  Jury  Court  under  the  28tli 
section  of  the  Scotch  Judicature  Act  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  120),  being  an 
action  on  account  of  injury  to  land  in  which  the  title  was  not  in 
question.  By  the  word  '  title '  I  do  not  understand  to  be  meant 
the  right  to  do  the  act  which  occasioned  the  injury,  but  the  title 
to  the  land  itself  to  which  the  injury  is  alleged  to  be  done."  Then 
he  saysy  after  going  through  the  facts :  "  The  cause  ought,  there- 
fore, in  regular  course,  to  have  been  remitted  to  the  Jury  Court, 
and  the  Lord  Ordinary  had  no  authority  to  order  the  proofs  to  be 
taken  by  commission."  But  in  that  case  their  Lordships  did  not 
hold  that  the  appeal  was  wholly  incompetent^  for  they  retained  it, 
and  heard  the  cause  on  the  merits.  They  held  the  objection  had 
been  waived  by  the  appeal  which  had  been  made  from  the  Lord 
Ordinary  to  the  Inner  Court  That  case,  therefore,  shews  that  the 
House  of  Lords  considered  that  it  was  discretionary  with  the 
House  to  hear  the  appeal  or  not ;  that  it  was  not  beyond  their 
jurisdiction  to  hear  it ;  and  that  the  objection  pointed  to  an  irre- 
gularity only,  capable  of  being  waived. 

The  remaining  case  referred  to  was  before  Lord  Cottenhamy 
Stewart  v.  Forbes  (2).  There  the  Yic^-Chancellor  had  undertaken 
to  determine  a  fact  proper  for  the  jury.  On  looking  into  that 
ease,  it  appears  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  at  first  inclined  not  to 
hear  the  appeal,  but  in  the  end  thought  himself  bound  to  hear  it 
He  says  this:  ''In  a  celebrated  case  of  legitimacy,  Morris  v. 
Davies  (3),  Lord  Lyndhurst  adopted  a  similar  course  " — ^that  is,,  a 
course  similar  to  that  of  the  Yice-Chancellor  in  the  case  then 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  47. 
(2)  1  Mao.  &  G.  145.  (3)  5  G.  &  F.  163. 
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J.  c.        under  appeal — "  and  upon  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  from  his 
1874        decision  the  House  thought  itself  bound  to  consider  and  decide 
PuAKi      tipon  tiie  case  so  entertained  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  though 
^'     _    not  according  to  the  usual  course  of  its  jurisdiction.    I  did  not. 
General     therefore,  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  decline  hearing  the  cause, 
Gibraltar,   although  the  parties  had,  by  their  consent  recorded  in  the  decree 
appealed  from,  precluded  themselves  from  asking  for,  or  me  from 
directing,  an  investigation  of  their  claims  before  a  jury,  the  only 
proper  tribunal  for  the  purpose  if  the  matter  were  really  one  of 
doubt."    Therefore,  in  the  end.  Lord  CoUenham  came  to  the  con- 
clusion that  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  decline  to  hear  the  appeal 
He  goes  on  to  say : — '*  Besides  which,  I  thought  that  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  be  permitted  to  shew,  if  he  could,  that  what  he  claimed 
was  so  free  from  doubt  as  to  entitle  him  to  the  decree  which  he 
now  asks."    That  is  really  a  subordinate  reason.    His  first  ground 
is  that  he  thought  he  was  bound  to  hear  the  appeal. 

The  case  of  Morris  v.  Davies  (1),  to  which  Lord  Cottenham 
referred,  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  be  a  strong  authority  against 
Mr.  Fry'i  objection.  In  that  case  there  had  been  a  trial  before  a 
jury,  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  a  decision  that  a  new  trial  ought 
to  be  granted.  But  instead  of  sending  it  down  for  a  new  trial.  Lord 
Lyndhwrsty  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  heard  and  disposed  of  the 
case.  Upon  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords  an  objection  w>is 
formally  taken  by  the  Attorney-General  to  the  competency  of  the 
House  to  hear  the  appeal.  The  case  is  reported  in  the  5th  Olarh 
and  FineUffs  Keports,  and  the  objection  of  the  Attomey-Greneral 
appears  on  p.  222.  ''  The  Attorney-General  and  Mr.  Temple,  for 
the  Respondents,  took  a  preliminary  objection,  insisting  that  no 
appeal  lay  from  a  decree  to  which  all  the  parties  by  their  Counsel 
consented  to  submit  in  order  to  save  the  expense  and  delay  of 
another  trial  at  law.  The  parties  could  not  be  then  placed  in  the 
same  relative  situation  for  a  new  trial  if  the  decree  should  1  e 
reversed."  After  an  argument  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Appellant, 
Lord  Lyndhwrsl  said : — '*  When  I  proposed  to  the  parties  to  decide 
the  question  upon  the  evidence  they  were  to  lay  before  me,  instead 
of  sending  it  again  for  trial  before  a  jury,  I  did  not  consider  that  my 
decree  was  to  be  exempt  from  appeal.    I  never  contemplated  such 

(1)  6  Cl.  &  F.  168. 
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a  consequence.  The  saying  expense  and  farther  delay  was  my  object"        J.  a 
Now,  this  appears  to  have  been  the  object  in  the  present  case ;  the        ^^^ 
parties,  as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  never  contemplated  that      Pibani 
they  were  doing  other  than  keeping  the  cause  in  curta^  or  that  the    atiobnxt- 
Judge  was  to  hear  it  otherwise  than  as  a  Judge,  or  that  it  was  not    ^'^[^^ 
to  go  on  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  a  cause  regularly  heard  in   Gibraltar. 
Court,  of  which  an  appeal  is  one  of  the  most  important.    The 
Judge  clearly  so  understood  the  arrangement.    To  recur  to  Morris 
V.  Davies  (1),  the  Lord  Chancellor  says : — "  The  House  cannot 
entertain  the  objection  to  the  regularity  of  the  appeaL^'    Then  he 
says : — *^  That  objection  was  disposed  of  by  the  Appeal  Committee 
upon  evidence  which  is  not  before  the  House.**    We  have  only  the 
record  of  the  decree  before  us,  and  in  that  no  consent  appears  not 
to  appeal    If  it  were  alleged  that  the  appeal  was  brought  in 
breach  of  good  faith,  the  House  might  put  off  the  hearing  until 
the  objectors  produced  proof  of  that  allegation.    It  is  admitted 
that  there  was  a  consent,  but  how  far  it  was  meant  to  extend  is 
the  matter  in  dispute.    It  nowhere  appears  that  the  parties  agreed 
that  the  decree  should  be  final  and  conclusive.    In  Morris  v. 
Davies  (1)  there  was  a  consent  that  the  cause  should  be  heard  in 
an  unusual  way,  upon  which  Lord  Lyndhurst  acted,  and  although 
it  was  not  put  into  his  decree,  it  was  regarded  as  a  perfectly 
binding  consent,  which  might  be  proved  aliunde.    The  House  of 
Lords  gave  effect  to  this  consent  according  to  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  for  it  was  allowed  to  operate  so  as  to  make  Lord  Lyndhursfa 
judgment,  which  would  have  been  otherwise  irregular,  a  regular 
judgment,  and  was  not  allowed  to  operate  so  as  to  deprive  the  party 
of  his  right  of  appeal,  which  had  not  been  stipulated  for.    That  case 
is  in  these  points  not  unlike  the  present. 

For  these  reasons,  considering  also  that  this  objection  was  not 
taken  in  the  Court  below  when  an  application  was  made  for  leave 
to  appeal ;  that  it  was  not  taken  here,  as  it  might  have  been,  by  a 
petition  to  the  Queen  before  the  appeal  came  on  for  hearing;  and, 
'Considering,  also,  that  this  Board  has  always  exercised  a  large  dis- 
-cretion  in  dealing  with  matters  of  procedure  on  appeals  from 
-Colonial  Courts,  their  Lordships  think  that  they  ought  to  hear  this 
Appeal  on  its  merits. 

(1)  5  CI.  &  P.  163. 
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J.  0.  [Mr.  Kay^  Q.C.,  then  proceeded  to  open  the  appeal.] 

Mr.  JTay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  W.  Kardake,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

Miss  Porro*8  property  was  in  bad  repair,  and  tenanted  by  a  bad 

^JeSbbal'   ^^^^  ^^  persons ;  her  title  was  not  a  perfect  one,  as  it  depended 

^R        on  the  death  of  her  eldest  brother  JosSy  which  bad  never  been 

*   fully  substantiated.    She  wanted  to  get  rid  of  the  property  for  an 

annuity  and  to  go  and  live  at  Seville;  with  this  view  she  had 
offered  it^  in  vain,  to  different  persons  for  a  lower  price  than  the 
Appellant  gave  her.  She  was  in  fair  health,  and  might  have  lived 
many  years.  The  Appellant  was  sent  for  by  her  nuexpectedly  to 
examine  the  documents  which  had  been  prepared  for  her  execution 
on  the  occasion  of  an  intended  sale.  He  did  not  know  her  before. 
This  intended  sale  having  gone  off,  he  did  all  in  his  power  to 
induce  a  more  desirable  purchaser  to  buy,  and  when  the  latter, 
after  agreeing  to  give  an  annuity  of  $1500,  declined  to  complete, 
the  Appellant  offered  the  same  price,  but  requested  that  the  vendor 
would  employ  a  legal  person  to  act  on  her  behalf.  That  was  not 
done ;  but  her  own  man  of  business,  Oonzales,  acted  for  her.  The 
Appellant  was  afterwards  called  in  to  make  her  will,  when  she 
was  sinking  rapidly,  but  he  did  so  only  under  pressure,  and  his 
being  employed  in  this  business  is  no  evidence  of  his  having  been 
then  in  her  confidence. 

Notwithstanding  this  new  and  accidental  employment  by  Miss 
Porro,  the  Appellant  was  not  in  confidential  relations  with  her 
as  an  attorney  is  with  his  client.  But  taking  it  upon  that  footing, 
there  are  cases  to  shew  that  an  attorney  may  purchase  from  his 
client  when  he  gives  as  good  a  price  as  any  one  else  would  give, 
and  takes  due  care  of  the  interests  of  his  client.  In  the  cases 
where  transactions  between  people  so  connected  have  been  set 
aside,  there  has  always  been  some  failure  in  duty;  either  the 
value  was  inadequate  or  due  inquiry  was  not  made :  Hclman  v. 
Loynes  (1);  Cane  v.  Lord  Allen  (2);  Edwards  v.  Williams  (S); 
Montesquieu  v.  Sandys  (4) ;  Spenser  v.  Topham  (5) ;  Ghresley  v. 
Mosely  (6). 

The  decree  is  clearly  wrong  in  directing  the  deed  of  con- 

(1)  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  270.  (4)  18  V«i,  302. 

(2)  2  Dow.  289.  (6)  22  Beav.  576. 

(3)  32  L.  J.  (Ch.)  763.  (6)  8  De  G,  &  J.  821 ;  1  Giff.  450. 
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yeyance  to  be  cancelled ;  whicb  would  take  the  property  from  the 
Appellant  without  compensation,  even  if  be  had  laid  out  money 
upon  it  It  is  also  wrong  in  dealing  with  the  later  will,  the 
interests  under  which  were  unrepresented. 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  Q,C^  for  the  Bespondents : — 
The  value  of  the  land  was  greater  than  that  given  by  the  Ap- 
pellant ;  it  would  have  been  worth  a  larger  sum  for  building.  The 
lady  was  in  delicate  health,  and  there  is  some  evidence  that  hers 
was  not  an  average  life ;  the  Appellant  ought  to  have  had  her  life 
properly  valued — more  might  have  been  done  to  investigate  the 
state  of  her  health.  No  solicitor  can  buy  if  there  is  any  one  else 
who  will  give  as  much  as  he — ^he  should  have  given  longer  time 
for  consideration  to  Mr.  Benaim,  who  had  property  adjoining,  and 
who  was  disposed  to  give  more  than  the  Appellant  did.  Some 
steps  ought  to  have  been  taken  to  ascertain  whether  the  property 
could  be  sold  at  an  advance.  Cr^son  v.  Jeyes  (1)  is  the  leading 
case  on  this  subject ;  and  the  circumstances  were  more  in  favour 
of  the  solicitor  than  in  this  case,  yet  Lord  Eldan  set  aside  the 
transaction. 

A  man  of  business,  if  he  undertakes  duties  which  may  be 
conflicting,  must  deal  as  hardly  with  himself  as  he  would  with  a 
stranger ;  it  is  almost  impossible  for  him  to  make  a  bargain  with 
himself  that  will  stand.  The  security  prepared  by  the  Appellant 
was  insufficient  and  did  not  carry  out  the  instructions  of  Oonzaks, 
who,  besides,  was  no  lawyer.  In  Savery  v.  King  (2)  the  solicitor 
gave  more  than  others  would  give,  but  the  transaction  was  not 
allowed  to  stand.  In  Holman  v.  Loynea  (3)  the  sale  was  quashed 
because  the  attorney  might  have  made  a  better  inquiry  into  the 
health  of  his  client.  The  auctioneer,  indeed,  knew  the  value  of  the 
property,  which  was  not  the  case  here.  In  Oredey  v.  Mosdy  (4)  the 
Judge  blamed  the  attorney  for  not  ascertaining  the  value.  Where 
a  solicitor  who  has  recently  acted  for  the  vendor  deals  with  him 
without  the  intervention  of  another  solicitor,  there  must  be  in  some 
sense  a  continuance  of  confidential  relations  between  them :  Mon- 
tesquieu V.  Sandys  (5) ;  Salmon  v.  CuUa  and  OuUa  v.  Salmon  (6). 

(1)  6  Ves.  266.  (4)  4  De  G.  &  J.  78 ;  1  Giff.  450. 

(2)  5  H.  L,  0.  627.  (5)  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  276. 

(3)  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  270 ;  S.  C.  (6)  4  De  G.  &  Sm.  125. 
18  Jur.  839. 
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J.  C.  We  do  not  impute  fraud  to  the  Appellant,  but  we  say  lie 

1874  has  not  fulfilled  the  obligation  imposed  on  him:   Barnard  t. 

'P^i  Hunter  (1).    In  Spenser  v.  Topham  (2)  the  transaction  was  upheld 

.     ^'      ^  and  a  general  rule  laid  down.    But  in  that  case  there  had  been 

Gbneral  an  auction,  and  the  property  had  been  bought  in  at  £620,  and 

OiBBALTAB.  aftor  boing  offered  to  many  people  at  a  higher  price  was  sold 

""^  at  £620,  ample  diligence  having  been  used. 

Mr.  W.  W.  Kardake,  in  reply : — 

Lord  Eldon  did  not  in  CHbsan  y.  Jeyes  (3)  regard  it  as  impossible 
for  a  solicitor  to  deal  with  his  client  There  the  client  parted 
with  consols,  and  the  solicitor  instead  of  buying  an  annuity  for 
her  gave  her  only  his  personal  bond.  But  here  there  was  security 
on  the  property  itself  as  good  as  any  other  security :  In  re  Bagm- 
ham  {Thames)  Bock  Company  (4).  Miss  Porro  had  no  other 
means  of  buying  an  annuity,  and  she  had  made  up  her  mind  to 
that  form  of  transaction  and  was  desirous  to  conclude  it  and  go 
to  live  at  Seville.  She  would  not  haye  submitted  to  a  medical 
inquiry  into  the  state  of  her  health. 

In  Eolman  y.  Loynes  (5)  there  was  no  inquiry.  Here  those 
who  were  about  Miss  Porro  and  who  knew  her,  were  aware  of  her 
wishes ;  and  there  would  haye  been  no  demur  about  the  annuity  if 
she  had  been  considered  to  be  in  bad  health,  as  people  would  have 
been  ready  enough  to  buy  the  property  for  an  annuity. 

In  Spenser  y.  Topham  (6)  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  thought 
£100  not  a  difference  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  sale. 


,^yw  Their  Lordships  haying  heard  the  argument  of  Gounsei  on  the 

June23.     appeal,  and  deliberated  thereon,  proceeded,  on  the  23rd  of  June, 
1874,  to  deliyer  the  following  judgment  on  the  merits : — 

Sib  Montague  E.  Smith  : — 

The  general  nature  of  this  information  has  been  already  stated. 
The  Attorney-General  made  three  sets  of  persons  Defendants, 

(1)  2  Jur.  CN.S.)  1213.  (4)  Iaw  Rep.  8  Ch.  Ap.  1022. 

(2)  22  Beav.  578.  (5)  4  De  G.  M,  &  G.  270;  S.  C.  18 
(8)  6  Ves.  266.  Jur,  889. 

(6)  22  Beav.  576. 
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claiixiiiig  adversely  to  each  other,  tIz.  (1)  the  Appellant,  Mr.       j.  c. 
Pisani^  who  claimed  the  property  as  a  purchaser  from  Miss  Porro  ;       1874 
(2)  Mr.  Benaim^  who  alleged  that  Piaani  had  bought  as  trustee      p^^ 
for  him ;  and  (3)  the  Bespondents,  who  claimed  under  a  will  made    .     ^* 
by  the  deceased  lady  in  1858.    The  original  prayer  of  the  in-    Genekal 
formation  was  that  the  deed  of  conveyance  to  Pisani  should  be  Qibbaia'ab. 
declared  void,  and  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled ;  and  that 
it  be  decreed  that  Miss  Porro  died  without  heirs  and  intestate : 
the  Attomey-Gteneral  alleging  that  the  will  of  1858  relied  on 
by  the  Bespondents  was  revoked  by  a  subsequent  will  made  in 
1868,  which,  although  disposing  of  personalty  only,  cootained 
a  clause  revoking  former  wills.     After  the  irregular  amend- 
ment had  been  made,  by  which  the  Court  obtained  power,  by 
consent,  to  declare  the  rights  of  the  Defendants  inter  se,  the 
further  peculiarity  occurred  that  the  Attorney-General,  when  he 
had  apparently  abandoned  the  hope  of  establishing  the  Crown's 
title  by  escheat,  continued  to  conduct  the  cause  in  the  interest  of 
the  Bespondents.    This  led  to  a  very  anomalous  proceeding :  for 
whereas  in  the  information  the  Attorney-General  alleged  that  the 
vnll  of  1858,  under  which  the  Bespondents  claim,  was  revoked  by 
the  will  of  1868,  his  utmost  efforts  were  afterwards  employed  to 
shew  that  this  latter  will  was  obtained  by  the  undue  influence  of 
Piioni  and  others  when  the  testatrix  was  in  extremis,  and,  there- 
fore, was  not  a  valid  revocation  of  the  former  one.    The  result  of 
the  suit,  thus  distorted,  was  a  decree,  by  which  it  was  declared 
and  ordered  that  the  lands  had  not  escheated  to  the  Crown ;  that 
the  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  Appellant,  Pisani,  be  delivered  by 
him  into  Court  to  be  cancelled;  that  Benaim  had  no  title  or 
interest;  and,  further,  that  the  will  of  1868  (the  parties  taking 
under  it,  it  is  to  be  observed,  not  being  before  the  Court)  was 
void  and  ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  that  the  will  of  1858,  under 
which  the  Bespondents  claim,  was  valid.    The  decree  further 
ordered  that  the  Appellant  should  account  to  the  Bespondents, 
and  directed  that  he  should  pay  the  costs  of  the  Bespondents  and 
of  Benaim. 

The  Attorney-General,  for  the  Crown,  and  Benaim  have  ac- 
quiesced in  the  decree ;  and  in  dealing  with  the  present  appeal,  to 

which  the  Bespondents,  claiming  under  the  will  of  1858,  and  the 
Vol.  V.  8  2  N     . 
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J.  c.       Appellant  are  aloue  parties,  the  case  may  be  considered  as  if  the 

1874       Bespondents  had  brought  a  suit  to  impeach  the  Appellant's  coq- 

^^i      veyance.    This  deed  bears  date  the  25th  of  January,  I8689  and  is 

Attors       *  conveyance  in  fee  of  the  property  from  Miss  Parro  to  the  Appel- 

Genebal     lanty  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  an  annuity  of  $125  per 

GiBBALTAB.  mouth.  I.e.,  $1500  per  aununu 

Two  principal  questions  arise  in  the  appeal,  (1),  whether  tbe 
conveyance  can  stand,  and,  (2),  whether,  if  not,  tbe  will  of  1858 
was  revoked.  But  in  the  view  their  Lordships  take  of  the  first  of 
these  questions,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  consider  the  last* 

The  case  of  the  Bespondents  to  impeach  the  conveyance  is,  that 
Pisont,  who  is  a  barrister,  and  practises  also,  as  is  usual  in  GrtbTaiUn^f 
as  an  attorney,  was  the  legal  adviser  of  Miss  Farroy  and  that  havijig 
purchased  whilst  he  was  such  adviser,  he  has  not.  discharged  the 
burden,  cast  upon  him  by  that  relation,  of  diewing  that  the  baigain 
was  the  best  that  could  be  made  for  his  client. 

It  appears,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  property  in  question  was 
devised  by  the  father  of  Miss  Porro,  who  died  in  1855,  to  his 
widow  and  six  children ;  and  that  Miss  Parro,  in  consequence  of 
the  deaths  of  the  other  devisees,  claimed  to  be  the  sole  owner  of  it. 
No  doubt  seems  to  rest  on  the  deaths  of  any  of  the  devisees,  except 
one  brother,  JosS.  This  Jose  left  QHbraUar  about  thirty-three  years 
before  the  transaction  in  question,  and  from  letters  which  Miss 
Potto  received  soon  afterwards  she  believed  he  had  been  murdered 
near  Madrid.  Nothing  more  appears  to  have  been  heard  or  known 
of  him. 

Miss  Potto  was  about  fifty-nine  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance.  The  property  was  held  in  fee  simple,  and  consisted 
of  a  large  house  and  other  buildings.  There  is  abundant  evidence 
that  the  house  was  in  a  dilapidated  condition,  and  required  a  large 
outlay  to  put  and  keep  it  in  repair.  It  was  let  to  poor  tenants 
and  to  women  of  bad  character,  and  [the  rents  were  varying  and 
precarious.  A  lease  was  put  in,  dated  December,  1866,  by  which 
a  part  of  the  house  was  let  to  a  man  named  Bemaluz  for  thxee 
years  at  $36  a  month.  It  contained  the  significant  condition  that, 
in  the  event  of  the  Government  or  the  police  opposing  tbe  resi- 
dence of  prostitutes  in  the  house,  the  contract  might  be  avoided 
by  the  lessee.    It  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  that  a  lady  should  be 
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<IesiroTis  of  getting  rid  of  this  troublesome  and  digreputable  pro-       J.  0. 
petty.    Accordmgly,  we  find  fJiat  she  had,  during  many  years,        1874 
made  efibrts  to  do  so,  and  had  made  up  her  mind  to  dispose  of  it      Vm^i 
for  an  ahnuity.  .     .     ^' 

An  unimpeachable  witness,  M.  Jjepri^  one  of  the  Bespondents,  Oenxbal 
and  trustee  of  the  will  of  1858,  says  that  Miss  Torro  offered  the  Gibsaltab. 
property  to  him  before  1858  for  an  annuity  of  $60  a-month.  He 
refused  the  offer,  and,  it  is  important  to  observe,  the  reason  given 
for  his  refusal  is  that  he  did  not  know  what  had  become  of  the 
brother  Jo^.  He  also  says  the  house  was  inhabited  *'  by  a  loose 
4tnd  disreputable  class  of  tenants."  In  1867  Miss  Potro  proposed  to 
osell  the  property  for  an  annuity  to  Mr.  JS^  jBecano,  who  refused  to 
buy.  It  appears  from  M.  LeprfB  evidence  that,  hearing  of  her 
renewed  attempts  to  get  an  annuity,  he  applied  to  Miss  Pcrro  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Shdkery,  the  father  of  the  infant  devisees  under  the 
"will  of  1858,  and  she  then  offered  to  sell  the  property  to  Shakery 
for  an  annuity  of  $100  per  month.  M.  Lepri  says  he  told  Shdkery 
of  Miss  Porrcis  offer,  who  replied  that  he  would  give  $90  a  month, 
^'  but  should  require  some  time  to  consult  about  it,  and  to  see  into 
the  difficulty  which  might  arise  from  her  brother  Jose'a  rights." 
M[r.  Shakery  ftiight  therefore,  if  he  had  chosen,  have  had  the  pro- 
perty for  $100  per  month,  but  he  declined  it,  raising  a  difficulty 
^bout  the  brother  Joni,  The  fact  must  then  have  been  plain  to 
him  which,  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  is  beyond  dispute, 
that  Miss  Porro  had  a  fixed  intention  to  part  with  the  property 
for  an  annuity,  the  effect  of  which  would,  of  course,  be  to  defeat 
the  will  she  had  made  in  1858  in  favour  of  his  children. 

Besides  her  desire  to  get  rid  of  a  troublesome  and  disreputable 
property,  and  to  increase  her  income  by  an  annuity.  Miss  Porro 
was  anxious  to  do  so  speedily,  as  she  wished  to  leave  OtbraUar. 
Her  intimate  friend  Madame  Buarez  says  she  wanted  to  finish  the 
business  of  the  house,  so  that  she  might  go  to  live  at  SeviUe. 

Their  Lordships  will  now  pass  to  two  transactions  which  imme- 
•diately  preceded  the  sale  to  Pisani,  and  are,  indeed,  connected 
with  it,  viz.  the  abortive  sales  to  Larios  and  Bergd.  Before  doing 
flo,  it  is  necessary  to  notice  that  Miss  Porro  had  employed  for 
•eighteen  years  M.  Oonssalez  (whose  description  is  not  given,  but 
who  appears  to  have  been  a  man  accustomed  to  business)  to 

3  2N2 
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J.  G.       manage  her  property.    She  spoke  of  him  as  **  her  confidential 

1874       adviser."    Other  persons,  and  among  them  BdUo  and  BenoUel^ 

j^^j      were  also  engaged  in  the  endeayonr  to  sell  the  property  for  an 

.     «; annuity. 

Genxbal        In  December,  1867,  Miss  Porro  agreed  to  sell  to  Larioij  for  an 
Gibraltar,   annuity  of  $1560.    The  bargain  was  arranged  by  Chnzalez,  and 

the  conditions  of  sale  prepared  by  him.    M.  Beeano,  a  barrister, 

was  employed  to  prepare  the  deeds,  which  were,  in  fact,  executed 
by  LarioB.  It  seems  that  Miss  Porro  felt  some  doubt  respecting 
the  transaction,  and  sent  for  Mr.  Pisam  to  come  to  her  at  the 
Spanish  Hotdy  where  she  was  living.  This  is  the  first  occasion  on 
which  they  met.  In  this  interview  Piaant ,  who  was  a  nephew  of 
Larios,  was  consulted  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  deeds,  and  he 
then  told  Miss  Porro  there  was  some  question  as  to  the  state  of 
Larioi  mind,  and  suggested  a  medical  certificate.  Chnzalez  after- 
wards called  on  Pisani,  and  told  him  there  was  difficulty  in 
obtaining  such  a  certificate.  Pisani  then  suggested  that  the  two 
sons  of  LarioB  should  execute  a  deed  of  guarantee  to  secure  the 
annuity.  Such  a  deed  was  accordingly  prepared,  not  by  Pisani, 
but  by  Beeano,  on  instructions  from  Oonxalez.  The  sons,  however, 
refused  to  sign  it,  and  the  matter  ended.  No  imputation  was  made 
at  their  Lordships'  Bar  upon  Pisani,  for  the  advice  he  gave  on  this 
occasion,  nor  was  there  any  attempt  to  shew  that  what  he  stated 
with  regard  to  Larios  was  not  warranted  by  the  fact. 

A  week  or  two  after  the  sale  to  Larios  had  gone  off,  Miss  Pom^ 
sent  for  BdUo,  and  it  appears  that  she  wished  him  to  find  another 
purchaser.  She  told  him  she  would  not  sell  for  less  than  she  had 
agreed  with  Larios,  viz.  an  annuity  of  $1560.  BdUo  gave  the  par- 
ticulars to  Mr.  Bergd,  a  man  of  position  and  wealth,  and  entered 
upon  a  negotiation  with  him.  After  looking  over  the  property, 
Bergd  made  an  offer  of  $1400.  It  was  communicated  to  Miss 
Porro,  who  refused  it ;  and  Bergd,  after  an  interval  of  a  week  or 
ten  days,  increased  his  offer  to  $1500.  During  this  treaty,  Pisani 
was  spoken  to,  it  would  seem,  in  the  first  instance,  by  BdUo,  and 
saw  both  Miss  Porro  and  Bergd  on  the  subject  of  the  sale.  It 
appears  that  he  so  far  recommended  her  to  accept  Bergds  terms 
that  he  told  her  he  thought  $1500  from  a  man  like  Bergd  pre- 
ferable to  $1560  from  Larios.    Miss  Porro  ultimately  agreed  to 
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accept  BergePs  offer,  provided  she  was  kept  free  of  all  legal  and       J.  c. 
ether  expenses  in  the  sale.  This  was  assented  to  by  Bergel,  subject        1874 
to  a  good  title  being  made  oat»  and  he  agreed  to  give  Ptaani  $150      pisahi   - 
for  preparing  the  deeds.    Ptsani  prepared  the  conveyance,  but    ^^pj^jij^y. 
before  executing  it,  Bergd  required  to  be  satisfied  about  the  brother     Gsmsbal 
JmS^  and  whether  there  was  proof  of  his  death.    Pisani  told  him   Gdibaltab. 
the  circumstances,  and  what  Miss  Porro  knew  and  believed;        "'*" 
insisted  there  could  be  no  doubt  of  Josi's  death,  and  urged  the 
acceptance  of  the  title.    Bergd,  after  consulting  another  lawyer, 
Mr.  SioheSy  refused  to  complete  the  purchase,  because,  to  use  his 
own  words,  the  title  did  not  suit  him.    Pisanij  according  to  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Bergd  and  other  witnesses,  was  very  angry  at 
this  refusal.    His  charges,  amounting  to  about  $50,  were  paid  by 
Bergd.    Their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  Pisam  acted 
in  perfect  good  faith  throughout  this  transaction  with  Bergd. 

Upon  the  refusal  of  Bergd,  Piscmi  proposed  to  BdUo,  and  after- 
wards to  Miss  Porro  herself,  that  he  and  his  brother  should  pur- 
chase on  the  same  terms  Bergd  had  agreed  to.  Miss  Porro 
assented  to  this  proposal,  and  afterwards,  on  his  brother  refusing  to 
join  in  the  purchase,  she  agreed  to  sell  to  Pieani  alone.  Accord- 
ingly, he  prepared  deeds  of  conveyance,  which  he  left  with  Miss 
Porro,  suggesting  that  she  should  get  another  professional  man  to 
peruse  them.  She,  however,  consulted  Gonzalez  about  them,  who 
advised  that  clauses  should  be  inserted  to  the  effect  that  Piiont 
should  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  and  make  no  alteration  in  them 
in  Miss  Porro*8  lifetime  without  her  consent,  and  that  if  the 
annuity  should  be  in  default  for  twelve  months  he  should  forfeit 
what  he  had  previously  paid  on  account  of  it.  These  suggestions 
appear  to  their  Lordships  to  have  been  fairly  carried  into  effect  by 
the  deed,  which  provides  that,  upon  default  as  above,  the  moneys 
already  paid  shall  be  forfeited,  and  the  estate  reconveyed. 

Benaim^s  claim  arose  as  follows :  After  Miss  Porro  had  agreed  to 
sell  to  Pitani,  BdUo  mentioned  to  Pisani  that  Benolid  had  told 
him  that  Benaim  wished  to  purchase.  Pisani  thereupon  went  to 
Benaim  and  asked  if  he  would  do  so  at  the  price  for  which  it  had 
been  sold  to  Bergd.  Benaim  asked  for  time  to  consider,  and 
Pisani  gave  him  until  the  evening.  There  is  conflicting  evidence 
as  to  this  negotiation.    But  it  is  evident  that  Benaim  himself  saw 
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J.G.        Mifis  ForrOj  and  that  she  declined  to  aooept  him  as  a  pntchaser, 

1874        giving  as  her  reason  that  she  had  already  sold  to  Pmiii.    She 

Y^m      afterwards  told  OanzalM  that  she  woold  never  sell  to  Bmam 

.     ^'^   ^   because  he  was  not  a  man  of  responsibility.     The  Court  below  has 

Gkkebal     declaredy  and^  in  their  Lordships'  opinion^  rightly,  that  Benaim'^ 

GiBBALTAB.  claim  has  no  foundation  in  law  or  in  equity. 

Much  minute  inquiry  took  place  at  the  hearing  as  to  Hiss 
Porro'a  health,  which  it  is  sometimes  difiSouIt  to  follow.  The 
summary  of  it  may  be  found  in  some  general  opinions  given  by  the 
medical  witnesses.  Dr.  Patron,  who  had  attended  her  profession- 
ally for  ten  or  twelve  years,  says  this :  **  Miss  Parro  had  a  delicate 
constitationy  and  was  of  a  highly  nervous  temperament  She  had 
tolerable  health;  she  was  always  complaining,  but  I  never 
attended  her  for  any  serious  disease  until  her  last  illness.  I  have 
not  attended  her  for  any  chronic  diseasa  ...  I  was  sometimes 
called  in  to  attend  her  during  colds  or  nervous  attacks,  which 
lasted  seven  or  eight  days^  but  never  for  any  serious  illness.  Dr.. 
PcUron  had  been  pressed  in  cro6»^zamination  by  the  Attorney- 
General  as  to  her  chances  of  life.  On  re-examination,  he  thus 
explains : — *^  I  have  stated  that  Miss  Porro  might  live  for  years  or 
die  next  day ;  but,  in  reply  to  your  question  whether  she  had  to 
my  knowledge  any  disease  which  would  prevent  her  living  for 
years,  I  have  stated  that  she  was  nervously  constituted,  and  I  have 
stated  that  she  was  healthy,  and  she  might  be  both  at  the  same 
time."  He  adds,  persons  of  such  a  constitution  are  more  liable  to 
disease,  and  to  complications  when  they  are  iU. 

It  appears  she  suffered  at  times  from  an  affection  of  the  throat, 
and  Dr.  Hausetf  who  examined  it,  states :  '^  There  was  no  hoarse- 
ness— no  pain  at  all,  but  a  sensation  of  tickling.  I  considered  it 
not  serious,  but  a  very  common  complaint  in  this  country  arising 
from  the  climate." 

There  is  no  doubt  that,  during  the  attempts  to  obtain  the 
annuity,  representations  were  made  to  Berffd  and  others  by  Miss 
Parro* 8  agents,  that  her  health  was  in  an  unsatisfactory  state,  and 
that  the  bargain  would  be  a  good  one.  This  was  said  to  enhance 
the  annuity,  but  it  does  not  seem  to  have  obtained  credit.  On  the 
contrary,  there  were  persons  who  took  an  opposite  view.  Mr- 
StokeSy  a  surgeon,  who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  meeting  Miss* 
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Parra  at  the  houses  of  friends  and  ia  public  places,  deposed  to       j.  c. 
having  seen  her  a  month  after  the  transaction,  in  the  streets,  and       ]S74 
at  a  ball  at  the  theatre,  Yiben  she  appeared  in  a  perfect  state  of      ^^Iin 
health.    He  says  she  used  to  consult  him  as  a  friend,  and  seldom    .     ^- 
met  mm  without  asking  him  some  question  relative  to  the  state  of    Gbm mul 
her  stomach  or  her  diet.    He  thought  her  complaints  were  imagi-   Gibraltab. 
nary  and  of  a  trifling  nature,  and  that  she  took  a  great  deal  of  care 
of  hersel£  Mr.  Stokes  sa3rs  that,  knowing  the  property,  and  having 
a  good  opinion  of  the  lady's  chance  of  long  life,  he  dissuaded 
Pisanis  brother  from  joining  him  in  the  purchase.    It  appears, 
also,  that  Berffti,  during  his  treaty,  consulted  Dr.  Painm  about 
the  lady's  health,  who  told  him  she  might  live  ten  or  fifteen  years, 
or  might  die  in  a  short  time ;  and  that,  if  he  wished  to  make  a 
good  calculation,  he  might  reckon  the  period  of  her  life  as  ten 
years. 

Miss  Porro  died  on  the  26th  of  March,  1868,  from  pyaemia, 
which  followed  upon  an  abscess  on  the  arm.  The  abscess  came  on 
suddenly.  Dr.  PtUran  was  called  in  on  the  4th  of  March.  He 
then  considered  it  trifling,  and  everything  went  on  well  until  the 
17th,  when,  he  says,  she  got  a  chill.  It  may  be  collected  from 
Dr.  Patron^ s  evidence  that  the  abscess  came  on  suddenly,  and  was 
not  connected  with  any  previous  disease,  but  that  Miss  Perrons 
constitutional  temperament  rendered  her  more  than  ordinarily 
liable  to  pyeemia. 

The  case  originally  made  by  the  information  was  that  Piscmi 
knowing  or  having  reason  to  believe  that  Miss  P(yirro  was  suffering 
from  a  disease  tending  materially  to  shorten  life,  made  fraudulent 
representations  to  Benaim  to  induce  him  to  decline  to  purchase, 
and  that  he  fraudulently  represented  to  Miss  Porro  that  Benaim 
had  so  declined,  and  that  no  other  person  would  purchase  for  an 
annuity  of  $1500,  and  by  these  means  obtained  the  conveyance 
to  himself.  The  Counsel  for  the  Bespondents,  Mr.  Fry^  detached 
himself,  to  use  his  own  phrase,  from  the  case  of  the  Attorney- 
General.  He  absolved  Piscmi  from  the  charge  of  conscious  fraud, 
and  admitted  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  imputa- 
tion that  he  acted  in  the  belief  that  Miss  Porro  was  suffering  from 
disease  likely  to  shorten  her  life.  The  learned  Counsel  rested  his 
case  entirely  on  Pisani^s  relation  of  attorney  to  Miss  Porro^  and 
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J.  c.       on  the  principles  acted  on  by  Conrts  of  Equity  when  that  relation 
1874       exists. 

PisAKi  Several  decisions  on  this  subject  were  referred  to.    It  results 

^     V-         from  them  that  the  Court  does  not  hold  that  an  attorney  is  inca- 

Gknebal     pable  of  purchasing  from  his  client ;  but  watches  such  a  transac- 

GiBRALTAiL  tiou  with  jealousy,  and  throws   on  the  attorney  the  onus  of 

shewing  that  the  bargain  is,  speaking  generally,  as  good  as  any 

that  could  have  been  obtained  by  due  diligence  from  any  other 

purchaser. 

The  principle  is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Md/m  in  Oibsem  y.  Jeyet  (I) : 
''  An  attorney  buying  from  his  client  can  never  support  it  unless 
he  can  prove  that  his  diligence  to  do  the  best  for  the  vendor  has 
been  as  great  as  if  he  was  only  an  attorney  dealing  for  that 
vendor  with  a  stranger ;  that  must  be  the  rule.  If  it  appears  that 
in  that  bargain  he  has  got  an  advantage,  which  with  due  diligence 
he  would  have  prevented  another  person  from  getting,  a  contract 
under  such  circumstances  shall  not  stand." 

The  doctrine  of  the  Court  is  stated  much  in  the  same  way  by 
Lord  Chancellor  CranwoiH'hy  in  Savery  v.  King  (2).  The  Lord 
Chancellor  says : — ^  Where  a  solicitor  purchases  or  obtains  a 
benefit  from  a  client,  a  Court  of  Equity  expects  him  to  be  able  to 
shew  that  he  has  taken  no  advantage  of  his  professional  position ; 
that  the  client  was  so  dealing  with  him  as  to  be  free  from  the  in- 
fluence which  a  solicitor  must  necessarily  possess ;  and  that  the 
solicitor  has  done  as  much  to  protect  his  client's  interest  as  be 
would  have  done  in  the  case  of  the  client  dealing  with  a  stranger." 

The  Counsel  for  the  Bespondents  insisted  that,  in  applying  these 
rules  to  the  case  of  a  purchase  from  a  client  in  consideration  of  an 
annuity,  the  utmost  care  should  be  taken  by  the  attorney  before 
entering  into  it ;  and  especially  that  it  was  his  duty  to  point  out 
other  modes  of  sale  which  might  be  more  advantageous,  and  to 
ascertain  accurately  the  value  of  the  client's  life,  and  the  state  of 
the  property  to  be  sold,  and  he  strongly  relied  on  the  observations 
of  Lord  Justice  Turnery  in  the  case  of  Hcltnan  v.  Loynes  (3). 
Their  Lordships  have  no  doubt  that,  as  a  rule,  this  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  attorney ;  but  every  case  must  be  decided  on  its  own 

(1)  6  Ves.  271.  (2)  5  H.  L.  C.  655. 

(3)  4  M.  &  G.  278. 
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circumstancesy  and  they  think  there  are  grounds  for  holding  that  J.  0. 
the  advice  and  investigation  referred  to  were  not  called  for  in  the  i874 
peculiar  circumstances  of  the  present  sale.  Pislifi 

In  the  first  place,  Mr.  Pimni  was  not  the  general  or  confiden-    .     *- 
tial  adviser  of  Miss  Porro.    He  was  called  in  as  a  stranger,  for  the    General 
first  time,  to  advise  her  on  the  sufficiency  of  the  deeds  upon  the  Gibbaltab. 
sale  to  Larios,  all  the  conditions  of  which  had  been  before  settled 
under  other  advice.     The  further  security  he  suggested  was  even 
then  prepared  by  Becano.    He  intervened  in  the  treaty  for  the 
sale  to  Bergdy  without  apparently  having  been  employed  by  Miss 
Porro  to  obtain  a  purchaser.    But  no  doubt  he  did  interpose  in 
that  treaty,  and  became  the  attorney  of  both  parties  in  preparing 
the  deeds  and  completing  the  purchase.    This  was  the  extent  of 
his  employment  on  behalf  of  Miss  Porro,  except  in  a  small  unex- 
plained matter  relating  to  a  distress. 

In  a  case  where  a  solicitor,  employed  by  a  woman  to  procure  an 
advance  upon  an  annuity  to  which  she  was  entitled,  took  a  transfer 
of  it  to  himself,  of  a  kind  which  raised  a  doubt  whether  it  was  a 
sale  or  a  mortgage,  and  no  other  solicitor  was  employed,  the 
woman  brought  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  transaction : — ^Lord  Justice 
Knight  Bruee,  in  giving  judgment,  said,  **  He  could  not  view  the 
case  as  one  between  solicitor  and  client.  It  happened,  it  was  true, 
that  one  of  the  parties  was  a  solicitor,  and  the  other  of  them  had 
no  legal  advice  except  from  that  solicitor ;  but  there  had  existed 
no  previous  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  between  them,  and 
therefore  that  confidence  which  was  the  basis  of  the  rule  of  the 
Court  in  similar  cases  did  not  appear  to  have  existed,  and  he  could 
not  consider  the  case  came  within  it."  Lord  Justice  Turner  took 
the  same  view :  Edwards  v.  Williams  (1). 

Their  Lordships  do  not  go  the  length  of  that  case  in  the  present. 
They  think  that  the  relation  of  solicitor  and  client  existed,  so  far 
as  to  make  it  necessary  for  Pisani  to  shew  that  the  bargain  he 
made  with  Miss  Porro  was  a  fair  one ;  but  in  dealing  with  the 
facts,  the  circumstances  of  the  employment  may  be  considered,  and 
the  amount  of  influence  estimated ;  and  they  find  no  reason  to  sup- 
pose that,  in  this  case,  a  high  degree  of  confidence  existed,  or  that 
much  infiuence  had  been  acquired. 

(1)  32  L.  J.  (Ch.)  763. 
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J.  C.  Upon  the  general  facts  it  is  indisputable  that  Miss  Pcrro  had, 

1874        for  a  long  time  before  Fisani  was  caUed  in,  and  upon  other  adrice, 
Pjaani      resolved  to  sell  the  property  for  an  annuity;  this  was  a  natural 
Attobnbt-   ^^^^'^^^  ^^^  ^^^  wanted  to  increase  her  income,  and  had  no  relations. 
Gbnbbal     She  had  made  proposals  to  friends  and  strangers,  and  had  actually 
GanALTAB.  sold  the  property  to  Larios  in  this  way,  after  consultation  with 
her  confidential  adviser,  Oanssdlez,  and  after  having  had  an  oppor- 
tunity of  consulting  Mr.  Beeano.    Under  these  drcumstanoes  their 
Lordships  cannot  think  that  Pisa/ni  was  guilty  of  any  breach 
of  duty  in  not  suggesting  to  her  other  modes  of  disposing  of  the 
property. 

Then  as  to  the  terms  of*  the  sale  in  question.  It  was  said  on 
Pkanfs  behalf  that  he  did  no  more  than  take  up  the  bargain 
which  Bergd  had  abandoned.  This  is  really  what  occurred,  but  the 
onus  still  lies  upon  him  to  shew  that  the  bargain  was  a  fair  one, 
and  the  more  as  on  the  treaty  with  Bergd  he  had  himself  proposed 
to  Miss  PcTTO  the  abatement  of  the  annuity  from  $1560  to  $1500. 
Their  Lordships  have  thought  it  right  carefully  to  examine  the 
evidence  relating  to  this  treaty,  for,  unless  there  was  perfect  hona 
fide$  on  the  part  of  Pi&mi  in  the  transaction  with  Bergd,  it  would 
have  been  impossible  to  sustain  his  own  subsequent  purchase. 
They  are,  however,  on  a  review  of  it^  satisfied  that  he  acted  with 
good  £uth ;  that»  in  proposing  to  Miss  Porro  to  accept  the  offer  of 
$1500,  he  had  reason  to  think  it  was  as  mnch  as  could  be  obtained 
from  Bergd  ot  any  other  eligible  purchaser ;  and  that  he  did  all  in 
his  power  to  induce  Bergd  to  complete  the  purchase. 

But  hona  fiie$  alone  would  not  be  saflicient,  for  PtMin»,  having 
taken  Bergd! s  bargain,  is  bound  to  shew  that  it  was,  in  fact,  a  fair 
one^  and  that  he  has  not  lost,  for  want  of  due  diligence,  better  terms 
for  his  client. 

On  the  question  of  value,  the  dilapidated  nature  of  the  property 
and  the  disreputable  character  of  the  tenants,  the  fact  the  annuity 
had  been  hawked  in  Oibraltar  for.  many  years,  and  refused  even  at 
a  lower  rate  by  those  who  knew  all  the  circumstances ;  and  the 
cloud  which  rested  on  the  title,  from  the  uncertainty  as  to  Jcee^s 
death,  which  had  ^been  made  an  objection,  whether  well  or  ill 
founded,  by  XepW  and  Shakery^  must  be  borne  in  mind  as  circom- 
stances  likely  to  depreciate  the  marketable  value  of  the  property* 
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When,  with  a  knowledge  of  all  these  circnmstanoesi  and  under       J.  c. 
the  advice  of  her  confidential  agents  OonzaleZf  Miss  Pcrro  sold  the       1874 
property  to  Larias  for  an  annuity  of  $1560,  it  may  reasonably  be      f^^ 
presumed  that  this  was  the  highest  offer  that  could  be  obtained,    ^^^y. 
Some  evidence  was  given  of  the  rents,  outgoings,  and  repairs,  and  of    Oinkbal 
the  value  of  the  property ;  but  it  does  not  famish  an  inference  that  Gibbaltab, 
the  sale  to  Latios  was  not  for  the  largest  annuity  that  could  be 
obtained. 

Then,  as  to  the  duty  of  Pisani  when  originally  called  in,  and 
when  he  took  part  in  negotiating  the  treaty  with  Bergd.  Un- 
doubtedly, if  the  sale  for  an  annuity  had  been  a  new  matter,  it 
would  have  been  his  duty  to  suggest  inquiries  as  to  the  value  of 
Miss  Porro's  life,  and  the  state  and  value  of  the  property.  But 
their  Lordships  cannot  say  that,  when  consulted  at  this  late  period, 
there  was  any  want  of  due  diligence  in  his  regarding  the  sale  to 
LarioSy  made  with  the  advice  of  Oanzdlez  and  Beeano,  as  repre- 
senting the  value,  and  in  not  advising  new  inquiries,  which  would 
have  involved  further  expense  and  delay. 

The  sale  to  Bergd  became  also  an  accomplished  fact;  and  if 
Bergd  had  not  thrown  up  the  bargain,  the  property  would  have 
passed  to  him  irrevocably  for  the  annuity  of  $1500.  That  sale 
which,  for  the  reasons  already  given,  their  Loidships  think  was 
properly  and  hma  fiie  concluded^  became,  in  its  turn,  a  criterion 
of  the  value  which  could  then  be  obtained. 

If,  then,  fresh  inquiries  as  to  value  need  not  have  been  made 
upon  the  treaty  with  Bergd,  none  were  necessary  when  that  sale 
went  off,  and  another  purchaser  had  to  be  found ;  and  if  there 
would  have  been  no  want  of  due  diligence  in  selling  to  an- 
other at  the  price  Bergd  had  agreed  to  give  without  making 
them,  neither  would  there  be  any  when  Miss  Porro  agreed  that 
Piscms  himself,  instead  of  a  stranger,  should  step  into  BergePs 
contract.  His  proposal  was  no  doubt  precipitate,  and  if  there  had 
been  reason  to  believe  that  by  such  further  delay  as  Miss  Porro 
would  have  acquiesced  iu,  and  by  further  offers  to  others,  more 
might  have  been  obtained,  this  sale  could  not  stand.  But  the 
evidence  does  not  point  to  such  a  conclusion.  On  the  contrary, 
after  all  that  had  occurred  in  the  previous  endeavours  to  sell  the 
property,  and  the  recent  refusals  of  Larios  and  Bergd  to  complete. 
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J.  0.       it  is  not  improbable  that  any  further  hawking  of  the  property 
1874        would  have  depreciated  its  selling  value. 

PttAsi  I*  ^^  urged  that  one  of  the  motives  for  Miss  Porro's  readiness 

AnToiswT-  *®  accept  $1500  from  Berffd  was  that  he  was  a  wealthy  man,  from 
Genebal  whom  payment  of  the  annuity  would  be  safe,  and  it  was  suggested 
GiBBAi/TAB.  that  Pisani  was  not  wealthy.  There  is  no  evidence  to  support 
this  suggestion,  and  Mr.  Pisani^  although  subjected  to  very  severe 
cross-examination,  was  not  asked  as  to  his  means.  His  compe- 
tency in  this  respect  may  therefore  be  reasonably  assumed,  and  it 
is  to  be  observed  that,  by  the  provisions  inserted  in  PisanFs  con- 
veyance, and  which  were  not  in  BergeCsy  the  property  itself  is  made 
a  security  for  the  due  payment  of  the  annuity. 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  think  that,  having  regard  to  the 
nature  of  Mr.  Pidant^s  employment,  he  would  not  have  been 
chargeable  with  want  of  due  diligence  if  the  sale  had  been  on  the 
same  terms  to  a  third  person,  instead  of  to  himself ;  and  they 
further  think  that,  under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  case,  it 
appears  with  reasonable  certainty  that  a  higher  annuity  could  not 
have  been  obtained  from  an  eligible  purchaser.  The  case,  there- 
fore, for  setting  aside  the  conveyance,  in  their  opinion,  fails. 

Although  their  Lordships  have  come  to  this  conclusion,  they 
feel  constrained  to  say  that  there  is  much  in  the  transaction  which 
cannot  be  approved  of.  They  think  Mr.  Pisani  would  have  better 
consulted  his  position  as  a  barrister  if  he  had  been  less  precipitate 
in  taking  up  the  bargain,  and  if,  instead  of  only  suggesting,  he 
had  insisted  on  the  intervention  of  another  professional  man.  He 
ought  not  to  be  surprised  that  when  Miss  Porro  died,  although 
from  causes  which  could  not  have  been  foreseen,  a  doud  of  suspicion 
should  rest  on  the  transaction,  and  that  an  inquiry  into  it  should 
be  instituted.  He  must,  therefore,  bear  his  own  costs  of  the  suit 
and  of  this  appeal. 

In  the  view  their  Lordships  have  taken  of  the  case,  it  becomes 
immaterial  to  consider  the  circumstances  imder  which  the  will  of 
1868  was  made,  and  its  effect  upon  the  prior  will.  The  Bespon- 
dent's  counsel  intimated  that  they  did  not  consider  these  circum- 
stances had  any  material  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  the  purchase.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  refer  to  them, 
and  it  would  be  improper,  without  necessity,  to  do  so,  as  the  per- 
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sons  who  take  benefits  under  the  will  of  1868  have  not  been  made       J.  c. 
parties  to  the  suit.  1874 

Their  Lordships,  in  conclusion,  cannot  but  express  their  regret      p^^ 
that»  when  the  title  of  the  Crown  fiEtiled,  the  information  was  not   j^j^^^^^^, 
dismissed,  and  the  Defendants  left  to  establish  their  rights  as    Qjoxeral 
against  each  other  in  the  ordinary  way.    The  irregular  procedure  Gibh^taiu 
introduced  by  the  amendment,  and  the  continued  intervention  of 
the  Attorney-General,  must  have  caused  to  the  Court  below,  as 
they  have  to  their  Lordships,  great  embarrassment.    They  have, 
moreoyer,  led  to  a  decree  declaring  that  the  will  of  1868  should 
be  set  aside,  although  the  parties  claiming  under  it  were  not  before 
the  Court ;  and  to  a  direction  that  Pisani  should  pay  Benairns 
costs,  although  the  same  decree  declares  that  Benaim  had  no  title 
in  law  or  in  equity.    The  decree  in  these  respects  cannot,  in  any 
view  of  the  case,  be  supported. 

In  the  result  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  decree  under  appeal,  except  so  much  thereof  as  orders 
and  declares  that  the  hereditaments  and  premises  referred  to  in 
the  information  have  not  escheated  to  the  Crown,  and  so  much 
thereof  as  orders  and  declares  that  Benaim  has  no  title  to,  or 
interest  in^  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises,  be  reversed;  and 
that  it  be  further  declared  that  none  of  the  parties  to  the  said  in- 
formation are  entitled  to  have  the  said  conveyance  of  the  25th  of 
January,  1868,  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

There  will  be  no  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  James  Crowd}/. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents  Lqpri  and  ShaJcery :  TdUance  & 
VaUance. 
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J.  c.»      COUNT  GIO.  FRANCESCO  SAIH',  BABON  )   . 
1874  CASSIA J 

April  22,  23 ;  and 

^^^'     THE  COUNTESS  GENEROSA,  the  Wife  op  1  „  _^ 

COUNT  SANT |  BBBPOHDBlrr. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  APPELLATE  COURT  OF  THE  ISLAND  OF 

MALTA. 

Judicial  Sqaration — Maltese  Law — lU  Treatment  <f  Child  equivalent  to  tR 

TreatmeM  qf  Parent, 

Under  the  words  "  ingiurie  gravi^  in  the  46th  Article  of  the  Maltese  law 
Telating  to  the  sepaifttioii  of  married  perBons,  it  was  intended  to  leave  a 
large  discretion  to  the  tribunal  haying  to  jndge  of  the  facts.  Not  only  acts 
but  words  designed  to  wound  the  feelings  of  the  wife  may  amount  to 
*'  ingiurie  gravi"  and  in  considering  whether  they  do  ao,  the  position  of  the 
parties  and  the  habits  and  usages  of  the  society  in  which  they  live  must  be 
regarded.  Inanlts  offered  to  the  wife  which  manifest  contempt  of  her  io  that 
character  are  of  special  gravity,  especially  if  offered  in  the  pxesenoe  of  others ; 
and  wrongs  of  this  description  are  not  to  be  estimated  separately,  but  in 
combination  one  with  another. 

Where  a  husband  habitually  treated  his  wife  with  harshness  and  insult, 
and  thereby  kept  her  in  a  constant  state  of  excitement  and  fear,  and  also, 
upon  a  trifling  pretext,  used  personal  violence  to  their  adult  daughter,  by 
which  her  health  was  affected  during  seveml  months : — 

Beid,  that  the  violence  offered  to  the  daughter  must  be  taken  in  oonjanc* 
tion  with  the  previous  treatment  of  the  mother,  and  that  together  they 
constituted  "  ingiurie  gravi  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  46th  Article. 

Where  a  father  ill-treated  his  daughter  in  such  a  manner  as  to  afford  to 
his  wife  a  ground,  under  the  Maltese  law,  for  demanding  separation  from 
him,  but  the  wife  remained  in  his  house  for  several  months,  during  which  the 
daughter  continued  to  suffer  from  the  consequences  of  the  ill  treatment,  and 
required  the  attention  of  her  mother ;  and  the  wife  quitted  her  husband's 
house  on  the  first  occasion  of  his  leaving  home : — 

iZe^that  the  matrimonial  offences  of  the  husband  had  not  been  condoned. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Court  at 
MdUa^  confirming  in  substance  the  decision  of  the  First  Hall  of 
the  Civil  Court,  in  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Bespondent  the 
Countess  SarU  against  her  husband  Count  Sant,  prayiug  for  a 

*  Present : — Snt  Jahbs  W.  Colvilb,  Sm  Barnes  PsAoocfi:,  Sm  Montaguk 
E.  Smith,  Sib  Robebt  P.  Collier,  and  Sib  Jambs  Hakitek. 


V. 

Bast, 
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judicial  separation  on  the  ground  of  ill  treatment.    The  First  Hall        J.  0. 
gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Countess.  1874 

The  proceedings  are  founded  <m  the  46th  Article  of  Ordinance       ^^^ 
No.  5  of  1867,  '^  to  amend  the'Laws  relative  to  the  Bights  and 
Duties  emanating  from  Marriage  and  to  Separation  of  JM[arried 
Persons." 

That  Article  is  in  these  tenns : — 

'^  Arty  46.  Oi€i8Cuno  dei  eonjugi  jm6  d(ma/ndare  la  separazione 
per  eeeessi,  sevizie^  tninacce,  o  ingiurie  gravi  deW  dUro  eatUro  TaUore 
medesimo  o  contra  qualunque  dei  euoi  figlV^ 

The  corresponding  Article  of  the  Italian  '^  GodAoe  OivHey*  which 
became  law  on  the  1st  of  January/ 1866,  is  as  follows : — 

Art  150.  *^La  t^parasMne  pub  eeeere  domandaia  per  cawa  di 
^eeeseiy  eevissie^  minaeee  e  ingiurie  gravid 

This  provision  is  derived  from  the  French  Code  dvil : — 

Art  231.  **Le8  Spotm  paurront  rMproquemeni  demander  le 
divorce  [for  which  must  now  be  substituted  **^paraHon  de 
<iorp8 "]  pour  exees,  eivices^  ou  injures  graves  de  Tun  d^eux  envers 
TavireT 

The  Bespondent  had  left  her  husband's  roof  before  she  instituted 
the  proceedings  for  a  separation.  The  harsh  treatment  complained 
of  hj  her  was  chiefly  directed  against  herself,  but  it  also  consisted 
in  part  of  ill  usage  by  the  Appellant  of  one  of  their  daughters, 
which  threw  her  into  a  state  of  bad  health  which  lasted  for 
several  months. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  to  be  heard. 

Mr.  Benjamin,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  W.  F.  PhUUmorey  for  the  Appellant, 
contended  that  the  HI  usage  of  the  daughter,  if  it  was  such  as 
to  constitute  a  ground  for  separation,  had  been  condoned  by  the 
mother's  continued  residence  in  her  husband's  house,  and  that 
apart  from  such  ill  usage  the  facts  proved  in  the  case  did  not 
bring  it  within  the  English  definition  of  crueltyi  nor  the  46th 
Article  of  the  Ordinance. 
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J.  C.  Dr.  Decme,  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  F.  W.  OiUbSy  for  the  Bespondent,  con- 
1874  tended  that  she  had  been  compelled  by  her  daughter's  ill  health 
g^^T  to  remain  in  her  husband's  house,  and  that  she  had  in  fact  taken 
Sant  ^^  ^^^  opportunity  to  leave  it ;  and,  supposing  the  facts  not  to 
come  within  the  English  definition  of  cruelty/ still  that  the  evi- 
dence presented  a  case  to  which  the  46th  Ordinance  applied. 

Mr.  Benjamin^  Q.C.y  in  reply. 

The  following  authorities  were  referred  to : — Demohmbe,  Cours 
de  Code  NapoUon,  liv.  i.,  tit.  vi.,  ch.  i.,  torn,  iv.,  pp.  477-480 
[ed.  1861] ;  Durantan,  Cours  de  Droit  Franfaia  [a.d.  1884],  torn,  i, 
pi.  549 ;  TouUier,  Droit  CivU  Frangais  [ed.  5],  torn,  ii.,  pi.  756 ; 
ZaehariaSj  Droit  Civil  Frangais  [a.d.  1854],  torn,  i.,  pi.  138, 153; 
Codiee  Civile  Italiano  Annotato  ;  CaUaneo  e  Borda,  art.  150 ;  EfHif» 
y.  Evans  (1) ;  Kelly  y.  Kelly  (2) ;  MUner  y.  MUner  (3). 

1874  Their   Lordships   reserved  their  judgment,   which    was  now 

j^6,     delivered  by 

Sib  James  Hanken  : — 

[His  Lordship,  after  stating  the  terms  of  the  Maltese  Ordi- 
nance and  of  the  Italian  and  the  French  Codes,  proceeded  as 
follows : — ] 

It  is  to  be  obseryed  that  an  important  addition  has  been  made 
in  the  Maltese  Ordinance  to  the  prbyisions  of  the  Italian  and 
French  laws,  by  placing  wrongs  done  to  the  children  of  ihe 
Plaintiff  on  the  same  footing  as  those  inflicted  on  the  Plaintiff. 

This  addition  was  probably  suggested  by  those  cases  in  wfaicb, 
under  the  English  law,  cruelty  to  the  children  in  the  presence  of 
the  wife  has  been  held  to  be  cruelty  to  her  (4) ;  but  the  law  of 
Malta  cannot  be  interpreted  by  that  of  Enffktnd,  for  they  differ  in 
this  important  respect,  that  by  the  latter  the  ill  treatment  which 
can  giye  cause  for  the  judicial  separation  must  amount  to  cruelty 
("  sssvitia  "),  while  by  the  former,  separation  is  accorded  not  only 

(1)  1  Hagg.  CoDB.  R.  36.  Cons.  637 ;  8uggi%te  v.  Suggate  (1  Sw. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  &  D.  59*  &  Tr.  491) ;  WaUtcouri  v.  WaUKOurt 

(3)  4  Sw.  &  Tr.  240.  (5  N.  of  0, 132). 

(4)  Bramwell  v.  Bramwtll  (3  Hag. 


VOL.  v.]  OASES  IN  THE  PBTVY  OOUNOIL.  545 

for  conduct  which  would  fall  within  the  definition  of  crueltj,  bnt       J.  o. 
also  for  **inffiurie  gravi**  (grievous  wrongs)  done  to  the  com-        1874 
plaining  consort.    It  is  tme  that  by  judicial  interpretation  an       g^j^^ 
extension  has  been  given  in  England  to  the  meaning  of  the  word       g^^ 
"cruelty"  which  would  possibly  include  some  of  those  cases        -^ 
which  would,  under  the  Maltese  law,  fall  within  the  description  of 
*^  ingiurie  gravi  ;"  for  instance,  it  has  been  said  by  more  than  one 
Judge,  that  spitting  on  the  wife  amounts  to  cruelty  (D'Aguilar  v. 
D*Aguilar  (1),  Swundera  v.  Saunders  (2)) ;  and  it  has  been  held, 
where  a  husband  by  his  filthy  language  and  conduct  led  a 
passer-by  to  take  the  wife  for  a  common  prostitute  and  insult  her, 
that  this  amounted  to  cruelty  (MUner  y.  Milner  (3)).    But  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the  Maltese  Ordinance  cannot  be 
limited  by  reference  to  the  English  decisions,  and  we  are  called 
upon  in  this  instance,  by  the  language  of  the  Ordinance,  to  dis- 
tinguish between  acts  of  violence  which  are  included  in  the 
expressions  ^^eceessi"  and  "aevizie"  and  those  moral  wrongs  which 
are  pointed  at  by  the  words  " ingiurie gravi" 

To  assist  in  this  investigation  reference  was  properly  made  in 
the  argument  of  this  case,  to  Italian  and  French  commentators 
on  their  respective  Codes.  To  these  may  be  added  DaUaz^ 
**IUpertoire  de  Jwisprudence,**  tit.  ^*8Sparatton  de  Corps  et  Biens,** 
§28:— 

"  VinjurSy  pour  devenir  cause  de  separation,  doit  etre  grave  ;  elle 
doit  porter  atteinte  a  Thonneur  de  FSpoux  contre  lequd  die  est 
dirigie.  Id,  eomme  pour  le  eas  de  shices,  il  est  diffieUe  d'en  deter- 
miner les  caracferes  partieuliers ;  toui  depend  de  la  condition,  de  la 
maniere  de  vivre  des  parties  intiressies.  Telle  parole  est  une  injure 
grave  pour  la  femme  qui  appartient  a  une  clause  ou  Viducation 
aiguise  la  sensibiliU,  qui  ne  serait  qu*un  mot  sans  importance  dans 
une  dasse  ou  les  egressions  ont  en  general  leaueoup  moins  de  con- 
venanee  et  de  mesure. 

*^  Des  paroles  amkres,  des  expressions  de  mSpris  ou  de  degout 
constitutent  un  outrage  susceptible  de  fonder  une  demande  en 
separation, 

'^Au  reste,  cette  identitS  des  outrages  defait  aua  outrages  de  vive 

(1)  1  Hog.  Cons.  776.  (2)  1  Rob.  Ecc.  562. 

(3)  4  Sw,  &  Tr.  240. 
Vol.  V.  8  2  0 
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J.  C.       VOUC9  dee  peines  awo  itywes,  tia  jamais  sembU  a  persanne  la  matiere 
1874       d^une  ineertitfAdeJ'  .      ,      .**     ^-  - 


..  .7^ 


Saht  In  proof  of  which  he  cites  various  authors,  and  proceeds : — 

^^*  ''  La  aetUe  difficuite  est  de  bien  distinguer  lesfaUs  qvi  Uoiveni  Ure 

considirSs  comme  injurieuo^  et  Ton  petU,  ce  nom  aenible,  la  resaudre 
d  Taide  d'tme  thSorie  assez  simple.  LHnjure  procede  nScessairement 
du  m^pris  ou  de  Tintention  de  manifester  ce  serUimeni :  lesfaits  qui 
n^en  sontpas  empreints  peuveni  hien  riveter  Vovhli  d^un  devoir ,  m/ois 
a  noire  sens  ce  ne  sont  pas  des  injures,  Touiefois,  il  nefaut  pas^  a 
Vigard  des  Spoux,  entendre  le  mot  mepris  dans  le  sens  restreint  du 
langage  ordinaire.  Plods  par  la  hi  et  par  la  religion  dans  des 
rapports  d^affeation  prqfonde  et  de  eonfiance  intime  qui  doiveni 
vivement  eoBciter  leur  sensSbUite^  Us  ne  sauraient  sans  injustice  sMr, 
sous  ce  rapport,  rapplication  hanale  d^un  vocdbulaire  qui  n'est  pas 
cdui  de  la  sodStS  conjugate.  11  y  a  mipris,  et  par  suite  injwre,  de  la 
part  d'un  des  epoux  envers  F autre,  lorsqu'Uy  a  manifestation  affeetee, 
pers&viranle,  d'un  sewtim^ent  coiUraire  a  celui  qu^il  devrait  eprouver 
pour  son  conjoint** 

Their  Lordships  consider  that,  under  the  words  *'  ingiurie  gravi," 
it  w^  intended  to  leave  a  large  discretion  to  the  tribunal  having 
to  judge  of  the  facts ;  that  not  only  acts  but  words  designed  to 
wound  the  feelings  of  the  wife — where,  as  in  this  case,  she  is  the 
complaining  party — may  amount  to  ^*  ingiurie  gravi  f*  that,  in 
considering  ^this  question,  the  position  of  the  parties,  the  habits 
and  usages  of  the  society  in  which  they  live,  must  be  regarded ; 
that  insults  offered  to  the  wife,  which  manifest  contempt  of  her  in 
that  character,  are  of  special  gravity,  and  that  that  gravity  is  in- 
creased if  the  insults  be  offered  in  the  presence  of  others ;  that 
wrongs  of  this  description'are  not  to  be  estimated  separately,  but  in 
combination  one  with  another. 

Having  considered  the  principles  applicable  to  the  case,  the  facts 
may  be  briefly  stated  as  follows : — 

The  parties  were  married  on  the  Slst  of  August,  1830,  and 
have  had  five  children.  They  were  both  of  high  rank,  the  Appel- 
lant being  noble,  and  the  lady  of  equal  birth.  They  appear  to 
have  been  in  somewhat  straitened  circumstances  for  their  position 
in  society. 
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There  is  uothing  in  the  evidence  to  shew  that  their  early  mar-  J.  o. 
ried  life  was  not  happy ;  and  all  the  witnesses  who  were  called  to  1874 
establish  the  charge  of  cruelty  against  the  Count  speak  chiefly  as  g^^^^ 
to  events  of  the  four  or  five  years  preceding  the  separation.  ^^ 

One  witness  (Niedla  Ferrugia)  called  by  the  Count  gave  evi-  — • 
dence  from  which  it  would  appear  that,  as  long  ago  as  1849,  the 
Appellant  used  threatening  and  insulting  language  towards  his 
wife :  ''  One  day  the  Count,  taking  a  plate  in  his  hand,  said  to  the 
Countess,  threatening  her,  *  If  you  speak,  I  will  break  your  head 
with  this  plate.  Your  income  is  not  enough  for  your  slippers/ " 
But,  whether  this  be  regarded  as  an  isolated  outburst  of  temper  or 
as  indicative  of  his  habitual  behaviour,  it  appears  from  the  general 
tenor  of  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  called  on  behalf  of  the 
Countess,  that  the  conduct  of  her  husband  towards  her,  and  one  at 
least  of  her  children,  had  assumed  a  more  serious  character  about 
the  year  1866:  "Once,  four  or  five  years  ago,"  says  the  witness 
Elena  Bonatto^  in  her  examination  taken  in  May,  1870,  *'  I  ap- 
proached Miss  Angelica^  and,  finding  her  crying,  she  told  me  that 
she  had  got  a  slap  in  the  face." 

Lorenzo  VeUa,  coachman  to  the  Count's  father,  speaking  of  the 
general  behaviour  of  the  Count  when  he  came  with  his  family  to 
visit  his  father  during  the  nine  years  which  preceded  1864,  says, 
"  When  the  Count  came,  he  got  angry  with  every  one,  also  with 
his  father.  The  Count  Francesco  used  to  threaten  every  one. 
There  was  no  reason  for  it.  He  used  to  call  the  wife  and  children 
'carrion,'  but  not  his  father.  He  spoke  so  whilst  irritated, 
because  everything  irritated  him." 

Maria  BondlOf  also  in  the  service  of  the  Count's  father, 
says,  *^  When  he  came  he  scolded  the  lady.  Once,  five  years  ago, 
the  Count  came  about  10  p.h.  I  heard  him  cry  out.  I  heard 
from  his  lady,  who  was  crying,  that  he  was  scolding  her  because 
she  had  gone  out  to  church.  He  continued  scolding  till  about 
midnight,  and  returned  to  town  at  night-time." 

The  principal  evidence  offered  on  behalf  of  the  Countess  is  that 
of  servants  living  in  the  house. 

Lorenzo  CamiUeriy  who  lived  eleven  years  in  the  family,  says, 
''  The  lady  was  treated  badly ;  he  swore  at  the  lady,  and  at  the 
children  also,  in  a  passion.    There  was  no  cause  for  the  anger.    I 

8  2  0  2 
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J.  0.        sought  to  get  away,  not  to  hear  the  bad  words.    The  last  quarrel 

1874        took  place  about  two  years  or  twenty  months  ago  (*.«.,  in  1868). 

^^       The  CJount  had  said, '  It  will  end  badly,  we  shall  finish  badly ;'  and 
^*         sometimes  he  said,  '  On  account  of  yourselves  I  .shall  go  to  the 

gallows.' " 

He  also  states  that  the  Count,  in  the  presence  of  his  family, 
used  profane  language  in  depreciation  of  matrimony,  and  con- 
tinued, ''  Some  months  before  I  left  the  Count's  house  I  heard 
him  say,  *  I  raised  you  from  the  mud,  your  income  does  not  serre 
me  for  tooth-picks/  Oftentimes  I  have  seen  the  wife  in  tears,  also 
the  children.  When  the  Count  knocked  at  the  door  the  family 
got  timid.  The  Count  at  times  used  the  word  *  carrion '  {caroffna) 
to  his  wife." 

He  also  states  that  the  Count  used  to  apply  a  grossly  obscene 
term  of  abuse  to  his  wife. 

Ekna  BonaUo,  more  than  nine  years  a  servant  of  the  parties, 
states  that  the  Count  used  towards  the  lady  the  expression  '^  car- 
rion," that  he  threatened  in  gross  terms  to  kick  her,  that  he 
threatened  to  turn  her  out  of  the  house,  that  sometimes  the  reasoa 
was  some  mistake  of  the  witness  herself  in  serving  the  dinner,  that 
the  Countess  was  often  weeping,  that  the  Count  cursed  and  swore 
and  used  improper  words  before  the  children,  as  well  as  before 
their  mother,  and  particularly  that  he  used  with  reference  to  his 
wife,  and  in  her  presence,  language  of  the  most  disgusting  in- 
decency, too  gross  to  be  here  repeated. 

Margarita  Fermgiay  a  servant  in  the  house  for  two  years  and  a 
half  before  the  Countess  left,  deposed  that  the  Count  threatened 
to  kick  his  wife,  and  to  throw  her  out  of  the  window;  and  on  one 
occasion,  when  the  lady  was  in  bed,  he  threatened  to  throw  her 
out  with  her  chemise  on,  and  to  kill  her ;  that  after  this,  from 
3  o'clock  in  the  morning  till  6,  he  took  to  walking  about,  swearing, 
cursing,  and  grumbling,  from  the  lady's  room  to  his  own.  *'  At 
last  he  remained  in  his  room."  "  During  my  stay,"  the  witness 
continues,  ''their  house  was  a  hell.  He  used  to  say  to  the  lady 
she  was  good  for  nothing ;  that  he  had  raised  her  from  the  dirt 
He  swore  by  the  Virgin  Mary.  A  day  did  not  pass  without  some 
quarrel.  He  used  to  say  that  he  would  be  sent  to  the  gallows  on 
her  account." 
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This  witness  also  corroborated  the  last  as  to  the  use  by  the  J.  0. 
Count  of  the  obscene  and  insulting  language  to  the  Countess  1874 
already  referred  to.  "  He  did  not  call  her  by  her  name,  but  would  g^^jpp 
say, '  I  say,  come  here,*  and  call  her  a  sow  and  brood-hen.  These  g^ 
words  he  used  openly  at  dinner  before  the  children  and  servants  "         

No  suggestion  of  a  reason  was  offered  why  these  witnesses  should 
not  be  believed,  except  the  antecedent  improbability  that  a  gen- 
tleman should  be  guilty  of  such  conduct  to  his  wife;  but  the 
length  of  time  they  were  in  the  service  of  the  Count  is  a  testimony 
to  the  general  goodness  of  their  character,  and  no  questions  were 
put  to  them  in  cross-examination  with  a  view  of  shaking  their 
credibility. 

On  the  other  hand,  their  statements  were  corroborated  in  some 
important  particulars  by  the  evidence  of  Dr.  Mi/sad,  the  medical 
attendant  of  the  family.  He  says,  *'  I  observed  that  he,  the  Count, 
is  of  a  hard  disposition.  The  father  is  of  an  irascible  character,  in 
consequence  whereof,  when  he  is  under  some  impulse,  he  does  not 
pay  any  respect  to  the  state  of  illness  of  the  wife  and  of  the 
family.  If  at  any  time  some  family  dispute  arises  with  the 
servants,  or  something  similar,  he  gets  into  a  passion  and  utters 
some  injurious  word  even  in  the  sick-room ;  words  addressed  to 
the  servants  and  sometimes  to  the  wife,  momentarily  aggravating 
the  state  of  the  sick  person.  For  example,  the  words  used  were 
that  the  position  of  the  wife  depended  on  her  title  as  Countess, 
and  speaking  with  contempt  of  her  family.  I  also  heard  him 
swearing  as  if  using  familiar  expressions.  The  words  were  uttered 
in  a  loud  voice  audible  to  the  family.  I  also  attended  the  Count 
sometimes,  but  his  irascibility  surmounted  his  indisposition," 
probably  meaning  that  his  illness  did  not  prevent  his  outbursts  of 
temper.  '*  I  do  not  remember  injurious  words  in  the  presence  of 
the  lady,  but  there  were  such  words  said  to  me  in  regard  to  her. 
I  always  observed  the  exasperated  state  of  the  Count.  I  told  the 
Count  to  repress  his  irritation ;  he  used  to  say,  *  1  cannot.' " 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  these 
witnesses  outweighs  the  testimony  of  those  persons  who  were 
called  on  behalf  of  the  Count. 

Some  of  these,  indeed,  gave  evidence  rather  tending  to  support 
the  charges  made  against  the  Count.     The  evidence  of  Nicola 
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J.  a  Ferruffia  has  already  been  referred  to.  Another,  CamUleri,  had  only 
1874  been  in  the  Count's  service  a  month  when  the  Countess  left ;  but 
^^  he^  while  stating  that  he  saw  no  blows  and  heard  no  bad  language, 
says  that  when  the  lady  and  family  used  to  retire,  the  Count  re- 
mained to  grumble,  and  swore  against  those  who  bad  caused  him 
to  marry. 

The  other  witnesses  called  by  the  Count  were  either  men 
servants  (such  as  the  gamekeeper  and  coachman),  not  having  the 
same  opportunities  of  observing  his  behaviour  as  those  called  by 
the  Countess,  or  acquaintances,  before  whom,  on  the  rare  occasions 
on  which  they  saw  him,  it  may  well  be  that  he  restrained  his 
passion,  while  in  the  privacy  of  his  home  he  may  have  permitted 
it  to  carry  him  to  the  excesses  deposed  to  by  the  domestic  servants 
and  Dr.  Mifsud.  Even  if  the  weight  of  evidence  on  the  one  side 
and  the  other  were  more  equally  balanced  than  it  is,  their  Lord- 
ships would  not  lightly  set  aside,  on  a  question  of  fact,  the  finding 
of  the  tribunal  which  had  an  opportunity  of  hearing  the  witnesses 
and  observing  their  demeanour;  but  without  these  advantages 
their  Lordships  think  that  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  deposing 
to  what  they  saw  and  heard  is  of  more  value  than  that  of  persons 
who,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  are  only  able  to  state  that  they 
did  not  see  or  hear  similar  conduct  and  words. 

The  result  is,  that  their  Lordships  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  Count,  for  some  years  before  his  wife  left  her  home,  had  been 
accustomed  to  treat  her  with  harshness  and  unkindness,  and  that 
he  frequently  insulted  her  in  the  grossest  manner  before  her 
servants  and  children,  and  intentionally  wounded  her  feeUngs  as  a 
mother  and  a  woman  by  applying  to  her  terms  of  the  foulest 
vituperation,  and  that  he  thereby  kept  her  in  a  constant  state 
of  excitement  and  tear,  which  could  not  but  be  prejudicial  to  her 
healtL 

This  being  the  general  condition  of  the  household,  it  was  proved, 

and  not  denied,  that  in  November,  1868,  the    Count  gave  his 

daughter  Angelica^  a  woman  of  thirty,  some  slaps  in  the  face,  he 

alleging  that  the  only  provocation  she  had  given  was  that  she 

'  contradicted  him. 

It  was  also  proved  by  Dr.  Mifsud  that  the  effect  of  these  blows, 
acting  on  the  already  delicate  health  of  the  daughter,  was  to  throw 
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her  into  convulsions,  which  continued  to  return  during  several  J.  C. 
months,  and  that  the  lady  and  all  the  family  from  the  time  of  this  1874 
occurrence  were  in  fear  of  the  Count.  S^^^inr 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  this  violence  offered  to  the       g^!^,^ 

daughter  must  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  previous  treat-        

ment  of  the  mother,  and  that  together  they  constitute  **  ingiwrie 
gravi  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  46th  Article. 

It  was,  however,  argued  that  the  Countess,  by  not  leaving  her 
husband  before  February,  1869,  condoned  his  matrimonial  offences. 
Their  Lordships  are  of  opinioD,  however,  that  this  defence  is  not 
established.  It  appears  that  Angelica  remained  ill  from  the  con- 
sequences of  her  father's  violence  for  several  months,  during  which 
she  required  the  attention  of  her  mother,  and  it  farther  appears 
that  on  the  first  occasion  of  the  Count  leaving  home  the  lady 
took  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  escape  from  the  house. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  recommend  to  Her 
Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Malta  of  the 
22nd  of  April,  1872,  be  affirmed,  and  that  this  appeal  be  dismissed 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Brooks,  Tanner,  d:  Jenkins. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Wilde,  WUde,  Berger,  db  Moore. 
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A0GOUHT8,  KOBE  07  JUEEFIUG :   See  Mobt- 

OAGS. 

AOOOUHTS  HOT  TILED  nr  TIKE:  /S^  Patent. 
ACTION  07  BEGEIT:  See  Aosnt. 
ACTION  ON  WABEAHTT:  See  Mobtkaik. 
ADVANCES   CEAS6ED   TO   XOBTO AGE :    See 

MOBTQAOE. 

ADUSALTT  COVET  ACT,  1861 :  See  Admibaltt 
JuBisDicnoN ;  Ship  jlkd  Shippino.    2. 

ADHIBALT7  JUBISDICTION :  See  alto  Cbbtio- 

BABI. 

1 By  32  &  33  Vict.  o.  51,  b.  2,  it  is  enacted 

that  '^Any  County  Court  appointed,  or  to  be  ap- 
pointed, to  have  Admiralty  jurisdiction,  shall  have 
jurisdiction,  and  all  powers  and  authorities  relat- 
ing thereto,  to  try  and  determine  the  following 
causes : — 1.  As  to  any  claim  arising  out  of  any 
agreement  made  in  relation  to  the  use  or  hire  of 
any  ship,  or  in  relation  to  the  carriage  of  any 
goods  in  any  ship  .  .  .  provided  the  amount 
claimed  does  not  exceed  £300  :'*— J7e2d,  that  this 
section  gives  the  County  Court  jurisdiction  in 
cases  of  claims  arising  out  of  dmrterparties  or 
other  agreements  for  the  use  or  hire  of  ships, 
although  the  Court  of  Admiralty  may  have  no 
original  jurisdiction  in  such  cases.  Gaudet  v. 
Bbown.    Cabgo  ex*'Aboo6"        -         -     184 

2. Where  a  Petition  on  Protest  is  filed 

on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdiction,  before  the 
PlaintiiErB  petition  setting  forth  the  particulars  of 
his  damage,  the  Petition  on  Protest  ought  to 
state  the  facts  which  shew  want  of  jurisdiction. — 
The  general  words  of  clause  6  of  the  AdmraUtf 
Court  Act,  1861,  "any  claim  ...  for  any  breacn 
of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  Ac,  of  the 
ship  **  have  relation  to  the  contract  in  the  bill 
of  lading. — Where  the  parties  contemplated  that 
the  goods  would,  or  at  least  might,  be  carried  into 
and  delivered  in  an  English  port,  and  it  was  so 
provided  by  the  bill  of  lading  signed  by  the 
master  at  Bangoon,  in  pursuance  of  a  charter- 
party  made  in  England,  and  the  master  in  fact 
put  into  an  £ngliui  port  for  orders  in  part  fulfil- 
ment of  the  contract  of  carriage  ;  the  jurisdiction, 
at  least  in  respect  of  then  existing  causes  of  suit, 
arose  when  the  goods  were  so  carried  into  port, 
and  was  not  taken  away  by  the  ship  being  subse- 
quently sent  to  a  foreign  port  to  be  discharged* — 
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The  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  CouH  Act,  1861, 
does  not  confer  a  maritime  lien.  It  only  gives  to 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  entertain 
a  suit  either  in  personam  or  in  rem  by  arrest  of 
the  ship  whenever  it  comes  within  reach  of  pro- 
cess. The  arrest  cannot  avail  against  any  valid 
charge  on  the  ship,  nor  against  a  bond  fide  pur- 
chaser.— The  Admirdliy  CourU  Act,  1861,  being 
intended  to  remedy  a  ^evance,  by  amplifying 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  fingUsh  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty, ought  to  be  construed  liberally,  so  as  to 
aSbrd  the  utmost  relief  which  the  fair  meaning  of 
its  language  will  allow.  Dafueto  v.  Wtllie. 
The'^Pxeyb  Supebiobb"     -         -         -     482 

AGENT :  See  aJeo  Colonial  Law.  4 ;  Pbinoipal. 
A  master  is  answerable  for  every  such  wrong  of 
his  servant  or  agent  as  is  committed  in  the  course 
of  the  service  and  for  the  master's  benefit,  though 
no  express  command  or  privity  of  the  master  do 
proved ;  and  there  is  no  distinction  between  the 
case  of  fraud  and  the  case  of  any  other  wrong. — 
Where  one  party  has  suffered,  and  another  has 
profited  by,  the  fraudulent  representation  of  an 
agent  of  the  latter  made  within  the  scope  of  his 
authority,  the  former  is  entitled  to  recover  da- 
mages.— An  action  of  deceit  may  be  maintained 
against  a  company,  whether  incorporated  or  not 
incorporated,  in  respect  of  the  fraud  of  its  agent. 
— ^An  ofiBoer  of  a  baiiking  corporation,  whose  duty 
it  was  to  obtain  the  acceptance  of  biUs  of  ex- 
change in  which  the  bank  was  interested,  fraudu- 
lently, but  without  the  knowledge  of  the  president 
or  directors  of  the  bank,  made  a  representation  to 
A,  which,  by  omitting  a  material  fact,  misled  A,, 
and  induced  him  to  accept  a  bill  in  which  the 
bank  was  interested;  and  A,  was  compelled  to 
pay  the  bill : — EM,  that  A.  could  recover  from 
the  bank  the  amount  so  paid. — ^In  an  action  of 
deceit,  whether  against  a  person  or  agaiust  a  com- 
pany, the  fraud  of  the  agent  may  be  treated  for 
the  purposes  of  pleading  as  that  of  the  principal. 
"The  case  of  Western  Bank  of  ScoQand  y.  Aadie 
(Law  Bep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  145)  distinguished  from 
Barwidk  y.  English  Joint  Stoek  BarSc  (Law  Rep. 
2  Ex.  259).— Dicta  of  Lord  Chelmsford  and  Lord 
Cranworth,  in  the  case  of  Western  Bank  of  Scot- 
land V.  Adiiie  observed  upon.  Maokat  v.  Com- 
M EBOiAL  Bank  or  Nxw  Bbunswiox  -     894 
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AGBEEKSHT  BETWESV  YXHBOB  AHD  FT7A- 
0HA8SR,  ZFVEGT  OF,]  that  adjoining  land 
^  should  never  be  hereafter  sold,  but  left  for  the 
common  benefit  of  both  portiea  and  their  fucces* 


BOTB.'*    McLean  v.  MoKat  - 


-     327 


ALTMinffTABY    ALLOWAHOE :    See   Colonial 
Law.    2. 

APPEAL:  See  also  Appealable  Avottnt;  Cer- 
tiorari ;    Consent  ;    Practice.  2,  3 ; 
Waiver  of  Appeal. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  Straits  SetUemeni 
having  refused  to  grant  leave  to  appeal  to  the 
Queen  in  Council,  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
possess  power  to  grant  such  leave,  the  Judicial 
Committee  granted  leave  to  appeal  against  the 
original  decree,  and  also  against  the  Order  refus- 
ing leave  to  appeal.    Neo  v.  Neo    -         -       89 

APPEALABLE  AXOUNT.]  Under  the  Cade  of 
OivU  Procedure  for  Lower  Canada  the  appealable 
amount  is  £500  sterling,  but  an  appeal  is  also 
permitted  in  oases  of  less  value  if  they  be  "  cases 
concerning  titles  to  lands  or  tenements,  annual 
rents,  or  other  matters  in  which  the  rights  in 
future  of  parties  may  be  affected."— An  annual 
rent  of  $11  28c.  bad  been  sold  for  |456,  pavable 
in  ten  equal  yearly  instalments,  and  the  land  was 
hypothecated  to  secure  the  amount. — In  a  suit  to 
enforce  payment  of  certain  instalments,  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  in  Xotosr  Canada  granted  leave 
to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council : — HM^  that 
this  case  did  not  fall  within  the  above  descrip- 
tion, and  was  not  app^dable.  Sauvaobau  v. 
Gauthisb        -----     494 

APPBSHEirsIOV  OP  CAPTUSE:  See  Ship  and 
Shippinq.    2. 

ASSIGHlOarr  WITEOirr  EOTIOE  :  See  Bill  of 
Lading.  1. 

ATTOBVST :  See  Pubohase  bt  Bolicitob  fbom 
Client. 

BACK  niETftHT :  See  Ship  and  SaiFraNO.    1. 

BILL  OF  SNTBT,]  The  OMseovw  i2Mu2a<ion«  ^c< 
of  1845,  of  the  colony  of  New  South  WaJee,  enacts 
that  the  person  entering  any  goods  shall  deliver 
to  the  collector  a  bill  of  the  entry  thereof,  express- 
ing the  particulars  of  the  quantity  and  quahty  of 
goods,  and  the  packages  containing  the  same,  Ac, 
and  that  the  collector  shall  grant  his  warrant  for 
the  unlading  of  such  goods ;  and  that  no  entry 
shall  be  deemed  valid  unless  the  particnlara  of  the 
goods  and  packages  iii  such  entry  shall  correspond 
with  the  report  of  the  ship,  and  any  goods  taken 
or  delivered  out  of  any  ship  b^  virtue  of  any  entiy 
or  warrant,  not  corresponding  or  ag^reeing  as 
therein  mentioned,  or  not  properly  describing  the 
same,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  goods  landed  or  token 
without  due  entry  thereof,  and  shall  be  forfeited, 
•—The  OuetOTM  Dutiee  Act  of  1871,  which  relates 
to  ad  valorem  duties  onlv,  provides  for  the  verifi- 
cation of  the  value  at  the  time  of  entry  bv  the 
production  of  the  genuine  invoice,  and  by  a 
declaration  in  a  prescribed  form. — JL  is  B.,  mer- 
chants, carrying  on  business  together  in  Sydnw^ 
imported  several  cases  which  contained  eoft  goocb, 
and  also  contained  portmanteaus  wherein  soft 
goods  were  packed.  The  agents  of  A,  A  Co,  filed 
and  delivered  a  bill  of  entry  of  the  cases,  and 
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made  the  required  declaration  in  verification,  and 
produced  the  invoice  of  the  soft  goods ;  but  in 
respect  of  the  portmanteaus  and  hat-boxes  he 
made  no  entry  and  filed  no  invoice. — ^It  was  hM, 
by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  by  the  omission 
in  the  entry  of  the  portmanteaus  and  hat-boxes 
contained  in  some  oi  the  cases  the  whole  of  the 
contents  of  such  cases  were  forfeited,  the  entry  of 
the  goods  being  invalid.  No  entry  can  cover 
less  than  ono  entire  package.  Pbince  v.  The 
Queen  ------        1 

BILL  OP  EZCfHAHOB :  See  also  Agent;  Mobtqagx. 
A,  drew  a  bill  on  J?.,  which  B,  accepted.  C.  be- 
came the  holder  for  value. — ^Before  due  date  it  was 
agreed  between  A,  and  O.  {A.  assuring  C.  of  B,*9 
concurrence)  that  the  bill  should  be  renewed; 
and  C.  gave  to  A.  a  cheque  on  0.  for  the  amount 
of  the  bill,  to  the  intent  that  B,  should  be  placed 
in  funds  to  meet  the  original  bill,  and  should 
thereupon  accept  the  renewed  bill. — A.  sent  the 
new  bill  to  B.  for  acc^tanoe,  and  also  sent  him 
the  cheque,  and  B.  knew  the  purposes  for  which 
both  were  sent. — B.  cashed  the  cheque  and  paid 
the  first  bill,  but  refused  to  accept  tne  seooua  : — 
Meld,  that  B,  had  no  right  so  to  appropriatia  the 
cheque  without  accepting  the  bill: — Meldj  also, 
that  the  agreement  between  A.  and  C  did  not 
release  B.  from  his  suretyship  as  acceptor  of 
the  first  bill.     Tobbance  v.  Bank  op  Bbxtish 

NOBTH  AlCEBIOA  -  -  -  - 


BILL  OP  LADING :  Seealeo&BXP  and  Shipping.  1. 

1. Semble,  a  bill  of  lading,  in  which  the 

words  ^*  or  order  or  assigns  "  are  omitted,  is  not  a 
negotiable  instrument. — ^Whero  goods  have  been 
delivered  to  the  person  to  whom  the  bill  of  lading 
was  made  out,  and  they  have  then  been  delivered 
to  indorsees  of  the  bill  of  lading,  so  that  the  in- 
dorsees unite  in  themselves  a  le^  and  an  equit- 
able title  to  the  goods,  the  omission  of  the  words 
^*  or  order  or  assigns  "  in  the  bill  of  lading  is  not 
sufficient  to  give  the  indorsees  constructive  notice 
of  some  equitable  arrangement  between  the  per- 
son to  whom  the  bill  of  lading  was  made  out  and 
the  consignors.     Hendebson  v,  Coucftoib  d'Es- 

GOUPTB  DB  PaBIB  -  -  -  - 


s. 


A,  a  merchant  in  London  and  in  Sbng 


Kong,  purchased  goods  for  shipment  from  B.,  and 
paid  for  them  by  his  acceptance  of  B.'e  draft 
against  the  shipment,  on  the  terms  that  A,  should 
send  them  to  his  firm  at  Hong  Kong,  and  that  the 
proceeds  should  be  remitted  to  A,  in  bills  spe- 
cially to  meet  such  acceptance. — A,*fi  firm  at  Heng 
Kong  owed  a  large  sum  to  C,  and  were  ondor 
engagement  to  secure  the  debt  hj  depositing 
shipping  documents  with  him.  Being  threatened 
by   C.  with  immediate  legal  proceedings,  ihey 
promised  him  that  if  he  would  forbear  to  take 
such  proceedings,  and  would  release  them  fitnn 
their  obligation  to  deposit  shipping  doonments, 
they  would  deposit  witn  him  a  Dill  of  lading  for 
goods  of  a  certain  value,  upon  the  underotandJur 
that  the  bill  of  lading,  or  the  goods  reptesentea 
therein,  shonld  be  returned  to  them  upon  payneiit 
of  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  value  thereof.    The 
bill  of  lading  of  the  goods  purchased  from  B. 
was   acoordinglv  indorsed   to  O.  who  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  terms  made  with  B.,  and  it 
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BILL  07  LADHrO — continued, 

was  tetumed  by  C,  aocordiog  to  a^emcnt,  on 
receipt  of  an  equivalent  sum : — Held  (reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Bong 
Kong),  that  C,  hy  such  forbearance  and  release 
gave  valuable  consideration ;  that  the  legal  inter- 
est in  the  goods  passed  by  the  indorsement  of  the 
bill  of  lading,  and  that  6.  could  not  enforce  his 
claim  against  the  proceeds  of  sale  received  by  C. 
in  respect  thereof.  Cbabtered  Baitk  of  India  v. 
Hekdebson     -----     501 

BREACH  07  COHTBACT :  See  Coktraot.    4. 

BBBACH  07  COHTBACT,  LIABIUTT  07  6HI7 
70B :  See  Admiraltt  Jcbisdiction. 

CANADA,  CIVIL  CODB  07   LOWZB:  See  Ap- 
pealable Amount  ;  Colonial  Law. 

CAHADA,  LAW  07  :  See  Colonial  Law.    2.  4 ; 
Insx:bance(Mabine);  Mobtmain;  Pbin- 

OPAL. 

CANADA  LAW  07  LOWER :  See  Poweb  of  Sale 

BY  USUFBCCTUABY. 

CA7TUBB,  APFBSHEKSION  07 :  See  Ship  and 

Shippingi.    2. 
CABOO  :  See  Bbip  and  SBiPPma.    1. 

CARGO,  TDOB  07  OCClTRREirCE  07  LOSS  07 : 

See  Insubance  (Mabine). 

CERTIORARI.]  Where  a  public  company  has 
been  incorporated  by  virtue  of  a  statute  which 
prescribed  certain  rules  for  the  constitution  of 
such  companies,  and  for  regulating  their  proceed- 
ings, it  will  be  assumed,  in  judging  of  the  trans- 
actions between  the  company  and  other  parties, 
that  the  requirements  of  the  statute  have  been 
oomplied  with.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Colony  of  Victoria  has  a  general  power  to  issue  a 
writ  of  certiorari  to  any  inferior  Court  in  the 
Colony  to  bring  up  the  proceedings  of  such  Court, 
co-extensive  with  the  like  power  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  England.— The  Courts  of  Mines, 
which  have  been  created  by  Acts  of  the  local 
Legislature  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  and  with  a 
junsdiction  limited  both  as  to  tlie  persons  and 
the  matters  within  the  Colony  over  wnich  it  is  to 
be  exercised,  stand,  in  relation  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  on  the  footing  of  inferior  Courts. — The 
power  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  issue  a  certiorari 
to  the  Courts  of  Mines  in  respect  of  any  proceed- 
ings under  the  Mining  Statute,  1865,  has  been 
taken  away  by  statute. — ^An  ai)peal  may  be  brought 
by  the  sharenolders  of  a  mining  company  to  the 
Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Mines  against  an 
order  made  by  a  Judge  of  a  Court  of  Mines  for 
winding  up  a  company  upon  such  a  proceeding  as 
th&t  prescribed  by  the  28th  and  following  sections 
of  the  Mining  Companies  Limited  Liability  Act, 
18^. — Where  certiorari  is  said  to  be  taken  away 
by  statute,  the  Superior  Court  is  not  absolutely 
deprived  of  the  power  to  issue  the  writ ;  but  its 
action  as  to  the  writ  is  controlled  and  limited, 
and  it  cannot  quash  the  order  removed  by  certio- 
rari except  upon  the  ground  either  of  a  manifest 
defect  of  junsdioiion  in  the  tribunal  that  made 
the  order,  or  of  manifest  fraud  in  the  party  pro* 
curing  it. — ^S&tters  on  which  the  defect  of  juris- 
diction depends  may  be  apparent  on  the  face  of 
tlie  proceedings,  or  may  oe  brought  before  the 
Superior  Court  by  affidavit,  but  they  must  be 


CERTIORABI--oon<mtied. 

extrinsic  to  the  adjudication  im|>eached. — Objec- 
tions on  the  ground  of  defect  of  jurisdiction  may 
be  founded  on  the  character  and  constitution  of 
the  inferior  Court,  the  nature  of  the  subject 
matter  of  the  inquiry,  or  the  absence  of  some 
preliminary  proceeding  which  was  necessary  to 
^ve  jurisdiction  to  the  inferior  Court. — The  ob- 
jection of  defect  of  lurisdiction  cannot  be  enter- 
tained if  it  rests  solely  on  the  ground  that  tho 
Judge  has  erroneously  found  a  fact  which  was 
essential  to  the  validity  of  his  order,  but  iK'hich 
he  was  competent  to  try. — The  principle  acted  on 
in  Rex  v.  Bdlion  (1  Q.  B.  Q(j),  that  an  adjudica- 
tion by  a  judge  having  jurisdiction  over  the  sub- 
ject matter  is,  if  no  defects  appear  on  the  face 
of  it,  to  be  taken  as  conclusive  of  the  facts 
stated  therein,  recognised  and  followed. —  The 
rule  in  JStmbury  v.jFWler  (9  Exoh.  Ill)  approved. 
—It  is  not  incumbent  on  a  person  lending  money 
to  a  joint  stock  company  to  ascertain  that  all  the 
proceedings  of  tiie  company  and  its  shareholders, 
inUr  tie,  have  been  strictly  regular. — ^Where  a 
question  was  raised  whether  a  fraudulent  use  had 
been  made  of  the  machinery  for  winding  up 
registered  companies,  such  question  being  a  com- 
plicated one,  dependent  on  a  variety  of  circum- 
stances cajpable  of  explanation,  and  requiring 
nice  consideration : — HM  (reversing  the  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria^ 
that  the  order  complained  of  ought  not  to  have 
been  quashed  on  certiorari. — SenUde,  the  Court  of 
Mines  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria  has  power  to  re- 
view an  order  of  its  own  for  winding  up  a  regis- 
tered company  whether  made  es^  parte  ot  not,  on 
the  suggestion  that  the  order  was  fraudulently 
obtained. — If  a  party  makes  a  fraudulent  use  of 
the  process  of  a  Mining  Court,  and  no  remedy  is 
to  be  had  in  that  Court,  the  parties  aggrieved 
may  obtain  relief  by  regular  suit  in  the  Supreme 
or  other  competent  Court.     Colcuoal  Bank  of 

ArffTBALABIA  V.  WlLLAN  -  -  -       417 

CHARTER7ARTT :  See  Ship  and  SmpRHO.  1, 2. 

CHEQUE,  WROV07UL  AFFROPRIATIOE   07: 

See  Bill  of  Exchange. 

CEnJ),   ILL  TREATXEHT  07:   See  Judicial 

Sepabation. 
"CHDIA,  GRIMES  ABB  07IENCE8  AOAQTST 

THE  LAWS  07 :"  See  Extbaditign  of 

Cbdiinaijb. 
CIVIL  COBE  07  LOWER  CANADA :  £f>6  Colonial 

Law  ;  Appealable  Ahount. 

CiJEHT,  FITRCEASE  7R0X:  See  Tubchase  by 

SOLICITOB. 

COOHATE  PAIEHT8 :  See  Patent. 

COLLUIOV :  See  Ship  and  Shipping.    3,  4,  5. 

COLOEIALLAW:  ^See  also  Appealable  Ajiount  ; 
Certiobabt;  ExTBADrnoN  of  Cbimi- 
nals  ;   Poweb  of  Sale  bt  XJbufbuc- 

TTABY. 

1. A  Colonial  Government  having  under 

a  Colonial  Act  invited  apnlication  for  orders 
which  should  entitle  the  holders  to  receive  within 
five  years  allotments  of  land  surveyed  by  the 
Government  for  the  purpose,  A.  obtainecf  and 
paid  for  several  such  orders.  Five  years  elapsed 
without  any  land  having  been  allotted  to  A, 
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COLOHIAL  LA!W-^eonHntied. 

Before  the  expiration  of  the  five  yean  an  Amend- 
ing Aot  waB  passed,  'whereby  holders  of  orders 
under  the  earlier  Act  were  enabled,  but  were  not 
required,  on  application  within  nine  months,  to 
receive  certain  allotments  in  lieu  of  those  secured 
to  them  under  the  earlier  Act  r—JJelcZ,  that  the 
OoYcrnment  had  entered  into  a  positive  contract 
to  survey  within  five  years;  and  that  A^  on 
giving  up  the  orders,  was  entitled  to  a  refund  of 
principal  and  interest  from  the  time  of  payment. 
Blackmobb  v.  Nobth  Austbalian  OoMFAirr     24 

8.  —  The  rule  of  law  in  I/neer  Canada^  that 
a  debt  due  from  the  estate  of  a  testator  in  respect 
of  an  alimentary  allowance  given  by  his  wilU  is 
iooapable  of  being  the  subject  of  compensation  or 
setoff,  applies  even  in  the  ease  where  the  donee 
of  the  alimentary  allowance  is  an  executor  and 
trustee  of  the  estate. — ^The  law  of  Lower  Canada 
does  not  reoognise  the  distinction  between  law  and 
equity  which  prevails  in  England. — The  right  to 
'* rapport,"  or  "  return"  is  simply  an  incident  to 
a  partition. — ^Where  a  person  who  is  indebted  to 
an  estate  is  entitled  to  receive  by  way  of  alimen- 
tary allowance  an  aliquot  portion  of  the  net 
revenue  of  the  estate ;  it  is  eironeous  to  reckofn, 
as  part  of  such  revenue,  the  interest  due  from 
such  person  on  his  debt    Muib  v.  Mctb  -      66 

9. The  Crown  Lands  Occupalion  Act  of 

1861  of  the  colony  of  New  South  Wales  confers 
(sect.  86)  on  the  Governor  in  Council  power  to 
make  regulations  for  carrying  the  Act  into  full 
effect,  such  regulations  to  be  published  in  the 
Gazette  and  laid  before  the  Colonial  Parliament. 
Buch  regulations  may  govern  not  only  the  form 
but  the  effect  of  instruments  of  transfer  of  those 
rights  which  precede  the  grant  of  Crown  leases. 
—-Such  regulations  to  be  valid,  must  relate  to 
matters  arisine^  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act, 
and  not  provided  for  in  that  Act,  and  mu»t  be  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act — A 
person  who  has  hond  fide  paid  money  without 
notice  of  any  other  title,  may  afterwards,  even 
pendente  Zt7e,  get  a  legal  title  if  he  can,  and  may 
hold  it,  though  during  the  interval  between  the 
payment  and  the  getting  in  of  the  legal  title  he 
may  have  had  notice  of  some  prior  dealing  incon- 
sistent with  the  good  faith  of  the  dealing  with 
himself. — The  Crown  lands  of  the  colony  are  held 
by  Her  Majesty  for  distribution  according  to  the 
Constitution  Act,  and  a^  now  directed  to  be  dis- 

g>8ed  of  under  the  Croten  Lands  Act  of  1861. 
LACKWooD  V,  London   Chabtkbed  Bank   of 
ArSTBALIA       -----        62 

4. A  bank  certificate  was  given  in  the 

following  form : — "  Montreal^  7  Septembre,  1863. — 
*'  A,  B,  a  dtposi  dans  cette  hanque  a  interet  a 
quaire  pour  cent  par  an,  la  somme  de  deux  mtUe 
aoUarSy  payable  a  Vordre  C.  D.,  lors  de  la  remise 
du  present  certificat.  Cetie  somme  pour  porter 
interet  devra  rester  au  moins  trots  mois  dans  cetie 
hanque,  et  le  porteur  de  ce  certificat  ne  pourra  la 
retirer  qu*aprez  quinze  jours  d^avis,  Vint^rH  cessant 
dejour  de  cet  avis'* — Quxre,  whether  this  was  a 
negotiable  instrument  under  Art.  2349  of  the 
Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada, — Under  the  776th 
Article  of  the  CivU  Code  of  Lower  CwMxda^ 
which  provides  that  gifts  of  moveable  property 
accompanied  by  delivery  may  be  made  and  ao- 


cepted  b^r  private  writings  or  Terbal  agreements, 
the  anterior  possession  of  property  which  can  be 
the  subject  of  don  marw/d  is  equivalent  to  deli- 
very at  the  time  of  the  gift,  although  the  former 
possession  was  for  another  purpose. — >The  maxfm 
of  the  French  law — poetession  wuii  litre — ^hdd  not 
to  apply  where  an  agent  held  poeaeB8to&  ef  a 
bank  deposit  certificate  standing  in  the  name  of 
his  principal,  and  bearing  the  prinowars  indorse- 
ment, the  production  of  which  oertinoate  was  re- 
quired by  the  bank  whenever  interest  was  paid — 
The  parol  testimony  of  witnesses  is  admisaible  to 
prove  the  £act  of  gift  in  certain  eases  oomiiig 
within  the  class  of  dons  manueU. — ^In  cases  where 
formal  authentication  by  notarial  act  is  dispensed 
with,  the  Court  wiU  not  support  a  gift  except 
upon  plain  and  conclusive  evidence  of  the  agree- 
ment to  give ;  especially  where  an  agent  sets  up 
a  gift  from  his  principal,  and  mainly  relies  for 
proof  of  it  upon  the  possession  of  a  document 
which  may  have  been  originally  intrusted  to  him 
for  the  purposes  of  his  agency.    Hicbeb  v.  Yoyeb 

COICPAHT :  See  Cebtiobabi  ;  Gontbaot.  3. 
001CFEV8ATIOV :  See  Colonial  Law.    2. 

COXPTTISOBT  FUOTAOZ— When  the  employ- 
ment of  a  pilot  is  within  the  provisions  of  s.  139 
of  the  Mersey  Docks  Consolidation  Act,  1858,  such 
employment  is  compulsory.  The  object  of  the 
master,  when  the  vessel  left  the  dock,  was  to  ^t 
to  sea  as  soon  as  he  could,  and  he  arranged  with 
the  pilot  that  the  vessel  should  anchor  in  the 
i  Mersey  for  the  night,  but  should  go  so  far  on  the 
way  as  would  enable  her  to  cross  the  bar  on  the 
next  morning's  tide: — Seld,  that  the  ship  was 
proceeding  to  sea  within  the  meaning  of  s.  139  at 
the  time  she  left  the  dock,  and  that  the  anchor- 
ing was  not  a  discontinuance  of  her  progress  to 
the  sea,  but  an  act  proper  and  reasonable  to  be 
done  in  the  course  of  it. — The  138th  Mctk>n  of 
the  Act  does  not  relate  to  the  giving  of  extra  re- 
muneration to  those  pilots  oiuy  who  are  volun- 
tarily engaged. — It  may  happen  that  a  pilot  who 
is  compuLaorily  engaged  under  the  139th  section 
of  the  Aot  by  a  ship  proceeding  to  sea,  may,  by 
the  ship's  detention  in  the  river,  become  entitled 
to  extra  remuneration  under  the  138th  section. — 
The  doctrine  laid  down  in  the  The  Christiana 
(7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  171)  and  The  Lochia 
(7  Moore's  P.  G.  Cases,  480)  concerning  the  rela- 
tive duties  of  pilot  and  crew,  recognised  and 
approved.  Wood  v.  Smith.  "Thb  Citt  of 
Cambbisgb"   -----     451 

CONSENT — A  party  to  a  suit,  who,  knowing  that 
certain  other  parties  are  infants,  agrees  that  a 
certain  course  should  be  taken  in  tiie  suit,  can- 
not afterwards  object  that  his  consent  does  not 
bind  him  because  the  other  parties  were  infants 
and  could  not  consent. — Where  it  is  alleged  that 
the  bringing  an  appeal  is  contrary  to  agreement, 
the  objection  ought  to  be  made  when  leave  to 
appeal  is  applied  for,  or  to  be  taken  by  a  petition 
to  the  Queen  before  the  appeal  comes  on  for 
hearing.  Pibami  «.  Attobnbt-Gbnebal  fob 
Gibbaltab      -         -         -         -         -     M6 

00N81DISHATI0N :  See  Bill  of  Ladikg.   2. 
CON8IGNQB8:  See  Bill  of  Lading.    1. 
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OOnBTBUCnOH  07  ADXIRALTT  OOTrBT  ACT 
07 1861 :  See  Admiraltt  Jubisdictiok. 

COHSIBUCnoV    07    COHTBACT:    See    Con- 

TRAOr. 

COVSTBUGTIOV  07  DEED  :  See  Ck>TSKAirr  bun* 

NINO  WITH  THK  LAND. 

COnBTBUCIZOV  07  DOCUXEHT  :  See  Powxb  of 
.Salb. 

conTBucnov   07  kzw  south  walsb 

CITBTOMS  ACT:  See  Bill  of  Entbt. 

OOVSTSUCnVS  VOTIGE  :  See  Bill  of  Lading.  1. 

COIIT&ACT:  See  dbo  Oovbnant  BtmNixo  wttr 
THE  Land. 

1. A.  held  debentures  of  JB.,  a  municipal 

body,  and  bad  a  right  to  exchange  them  for  lots 
of  equal  value,  to  be  selected  by  him  from  building 
lands  belonging  to  B.,  the  rent  of  which  lots  was 
to  be  set  off  against  the  interest  on  the  debentures. 
A,  notified  to  B.  that  he  had  selected  certain  lots, 
and  asked  permission  to  retain  the  debeuturea  for 
a  time,  setting  the  interest  against  the  rent  B. 
consented  to  A*8  proposal,  and  at  the  same  time 
informed  A.  that  the  selected  lots  exceeded  the 
value  of  his  debentures,  and  that  he  must  pay 
the  difference.  A.  made  no  re|^  to  this  commu- 
nication.— A.  afterwards  sued  A  for  interest  on 
the  debentures : — Held,  that  A.  was  not  entitled 
to  interest,  the  contract  being  complete,  and  the 
indication  by  B.  of  the  difference  in  quantity  not 
amounting  to  an  introduction  of  a  new  term  into 
the  negotiation.— A  correspondence  between  A. 
and  B.  amounted  to  a  contract  for  a  purchase  of  a 
future  interest  in  immoveable  property: — Eddj 
that  such  correspondence  did  not  require  registra- 
tion under  the  Indian  BegUtration  Act,  1866. 
PoBT  Canning  Land,  Investment,  Kbclamation, 
AND  Dock  Company  r.  Smith  -         -     114 

2. A.  M.,  on  behalf  of  the  firm  diM.&  Co., 

merchants,  in  Q.,  of  which  he  was  a  member, 
entered  into  the  following  contract  with  B.  M.  :— 
''  B,  jr.  sells,  and  Messrs.  M,  A  Co.  buy,  all  of  the 
spars  manufactured  by  B.  M.,  siiy  about  600  red 
pine  spars,  averaging  by  culler's  measurement  in 
Q.,  16  inches,  at  the  sum  of,  &c.,  delivered  free  of 
charge  in  Q,  The  above  spars  will  be  out  of  the 
lot  manufactured  by  /.  B,,  the  lengths  of  which, 
according  to  his  specification,  I  am  satisfied  with." 
— The  lot  manufactured  by  /.  B.  was  found  to 
consist  of  603  spars,  of  which  only  496  averaged 
16  inches  :—Held,  upon  the  oQnstruction  of  tlie 
contract,  that  M,  i  Co.  were  bound  to  accept  the 
496  spars  at  the  rate  ag^reed  on,  the  words,  <*  say 
about  600  red  pine  spars,"  being  words  of  expecta- 
tion and  estimate  only,  and  not  amounting  to  a 
warranty. — Where  the  declaration  shews  substan- 
tially a  contract,  and  a  tender  in  compliance  with 
it,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  estopped  from  contending 
for  the  true  interpretation  of  the  contract  by  the 
fact  that  he  has  also  set  out  in  liis  declaration  an 
alternative  case  of  a  tender  which  would  not  have 
been  a  compliance.    McConnel  v.  Mtjbpht    208 

8. A.  having  two  parcels  and  B.  one 

parcel  of  land,  supposisd  to  contain  petroleum,  it 
was  agreed  between  them  and  C.  that  0.  should 
pay  them  |10,000.for  the  land  if  he  soooeeded  in 
forming  a  companv  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  oil  springs,  and  in  inducing  such  company  to 


GOHTBACT — continued, 

pay  him  $13,750  as  the  price  of  the  land,  out  of 
which  he  was  to  keep  for  himself  $3,750.  B. 
accordingly,  assuming  the  character  of  owner, 
gave  to  C  a  conditional  promise  to  sell  all  the 
land  to  him  for  $13,750,  provided  the  offer  was 
accepted  within  a  certain  time.  A.  wrote  a  letter, 
meant  to  be  shewn  to,  and  which  was  shewn  to, 
persons  intending  to  become  members  of  the  new 
company,  and  was  proved  to  have  influenced 
them,  in  which  letter  he  recommended  the  pur- 
chase, not  disclosing  that  he  had  any  interest 
therein.  A.  and  B.  actively  co-operated  with  C. 
thxDOghout  the  whole  tninsaotion. — The  company, 
in  ignorance  of  the  combination,  accepted  the 
propoeal,  but  having  discovered  the  fraud,  sued 
for  a  rescission  of  the  contract : — Heidj  that  the 
contract  must  be  wholly  rescinded,  the  price  re- 

Said,  and  the  land  reconveyed. — ^There  being  a 
oubt  (owing  to  the  expiration  of  the  term  for 
which  the  company  had  been  constituted)  whether 
the  company  was  competent  to  receive  the  money 
and  to  execute  a  reconveyance,  the  Order  pro- 
vided that  the  repayment  should  be  made  to  the 
company,  or  to  sucn  other  persons  as  were  entitled 
in  their  right,  on  the  reconveyance  of  the  lands 
being  made  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  colonial 
Court.    LurnaAY  Petboleuu  Gomfant  v.  Hubd 

[221 

Though  the  Supreme  Court  of  GibraUar 


may  be  bound,  in  administering  law,  to  follow  the 
principles  which  govern  English  Courts  of  Law, 
and,  in  administering  equity,  to  follow  the  prin- 
ciples which  govern  English  Courts  of  Equity, 
yet,  where  a  suit  for  specific  performance  is  com- 
menced before  it,  and  it  is  found  that  the  Plaintiff 
ought  not  to  have  taken  proceedings  in  equity, 
but  at  law,  for  damages  in  respect  of  a  breach  of 
contract,  the  Court  may,  amending  the  pleadin^^ 
if  necessary,  continue  the  case  aa  if  tlie  Plaintiff 
had  brought  an  action  for  damages. — A  Gibraltar 
firm  entered  into  a  contract  with  A.  B.,  of Algeoiras, 
in  Spain,  in  consideration  of  certain  property 
having  been  transferred  to  them,  to  open  a  credit 
in  his  favour  to  the  extent  of  $9400,  and,to  honour 
his  drafts  to  that  amount.  After'advancing  him 
some  sums  of  money,  thev  refused  to  aecept  a  bill 
for  $1000  drawn  upon  them  by  him,  and  subse- 
quently refused  to  make  any  further  advances. 
Proceedings  in  equity  were  thereupon  commenced 
by  him  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Gibraltar  to  en- 
force a  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  and 
to  obtain  an  award  of  damages  under  the  21  &  22 
Vict  c.  27,  for  the  non-performance  of  the  contract : 
— Seld  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will  not  decree  the 
specific  performance  of  a  mere  agreement  to  ad- 
vance money.  Moreover,  that  that  being  so,  it  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  award  damages.  However,  the 
Court  of  Gibraltar  might  have  proceeded  with 
the  case  as  if  it  had  been  commenced  as  an  action 
at  law.  On  its  being  contended  that  the  cause  of 
action  would  be  merely  the  breach  of  an  agreement 
to  pay  a  sum  of  money,  and  that  accordingly 
nothing  could  be  recovered  by  way  of  damage  but 
the  principal  money  contracted  to  be  paia  and 
interest,  it  was  Betd,  that,  inasmuch  as  the  con- 
tract was  a  special  one,  whereby  the  firm  becamo 
bound  to  honour,  out  of  moneys  agreed  to  bo 
placed  by  then  to  his  credit,  the  drafts  of  A.  B. 
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up  to  a  certain  amount,  he  was  entitled  to  general 
and  substantial  damages  for  the  breach  of  it — 
On  its  being  questioned  whether  the  Court  of 
Oi&roZtor  had  jurisdiction  in  the  case  it  was — HM^ 
that  it  had  jurisdiction.    Labios  v.  Gubett    846 

CONTRACT  TO   ADViJICE  X0NE7:  See  Con- 

TBAOT.      4. 

C0HTEACT8,  UABHITT  07  SHIP  7(a  BREACH 
OT :  See  Admiralty  Jvbisdtotion. 

GOHTBIBUTOBT  HEGIIGEHCE:  See  Ship  and 
8hifp£mo.    8,  4. 

COSPOSATIOK :  See  Mobtkain. 

OOTJHTT  OOVEIB,  ADXIBALTT  TUXiaBIOnOH 

OT:  See  Admiralty  Jcbibdiotign. 

COUBT  07  XIKE8  07  VICTOBIA :  See  Gbbtio- 

BABI. 


COVENANT  BUKKINO  WITH  THE  LAND.]  The 

owner  of  some  land  sold  a  pai-t  of  it  and  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  purchaser  that  an 
adioiuing  plot  of  land  **  should  never  be  hereafter 
sold,  but  left  for  the  common  benefit  of  both 
parties  and  their  successors  :** — HMf  that  this 
was  merely  an  agreement  that  the  plot  of  land 
should  be  left  open,  in  the  state  in  which  it  then 
was,  for  the  common  advantage  of  both  parties, 
aod  that  such  an  agreement  did  not  contravene 
any  rule  of  law,  but  gave  the  person  who  might 
hold  the  vendee's  land  the  right  to  enforce  the 
obligation  against  the  person  who  might  hold  the 
vendor's  land.  Thus  the  former  might  apply  to 
a  Court  of  Equity  to  order  the  removal  of  a  struc- 
ture that  had  been  placed  on  the  plot  in  violation 
of  the  agreement.    McLean  v.  McKay     -     827 

CBEW,  DUTIES  07;  See  Ck)HFUL0OBY  Pilotaob. 

"CBUCES  and  077ENCE8  AGAINST  THE 
LAWS  07  CHINA:"  See  Extbadition 
OF  Gbiuinals. 

CBIHINALS,  EXTBADITION  07:  See  Extbadi- 
tion OF  Cbiminals. 

CBOWN  LANDS  ACT  07  NEW  SOUTH  WALES : 

See  Colonial  Law.    8. 

CBOWN  LEASES:    iSe6  Colonial  Law.    8. 
CBOWN,  BIGHTS  07 :  See  Watebs. 

CUSTOMS  BEOULATION  ACT  (NEW  SOUTH 
WALES):  /See  Bill  OF Entby. 

DAMAGES  70B  N0N-PEB70BMANCE  07  GON- 
TBACT  TO  ADVANCE  MONEY,  COUBT 
07  EaUTTT  CANNOT  AWABD.]  Labios 
V»  GUKETY    -  -  -  -      346 

DAUGHTEB,  lUrTBEATMSTr  07,  B7  7ATHEB : 

See  Judicial  Sbpabation. 

DEBENTUBES :  See  Contbactt.    1. 

DECEIT,  ACTION  07  :  See  Agent. 

DECISIONS  APPBOVED,  OVEBBULED,  OB  IM- 
PEACHED :— 1.  The  decision  in  the  case  of  Simp- 
eon  V.  Bluee  (Law  Bep.  7  0.  P.  290)  dieapproved 
of.    Gaudbt  V,  Bbown         ...     194 

2. The  case  of  Wedem  Bank  of  Scotland 

V.  Addie  (Law  Rep.  I  H.  L.,  8c.  146)  observed  on ; 
Barvnck  v.  English  Joint  Stock  Bank  (Law  Rep.  2 
Ex.  2  59)  distinguished,  Maokay  v,  Comkbboial 
Bank  OF  Naw  Bbunbwick   -        «        -     894 


DECISIONS  APPB07XD,  OVEBEULED,  OB  IM- 
PEACHED—^coniinued 

8. Bex  Y.  BoUon  (Law  Biep.  1  Q.  B.  66)  re- 
cognised and  followed  i  Bunbury  v.  FttUer  (Law 
Rep.  9  Ex.  Ill)  approved.    Thb  Oolomial  Bank 

OF  AUSTBALAfiUk  V.  WiLLAN  -  ~  •      417 

4. The  Christiana  (7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases, 

171)  and  TJte  LochUbo  (7  Moore's  P.  C.  Oases,  430) 
recognised  and  approved.    Wood  v.  Sioth      461 

DEED,  OONSTBUCTION  07  :  See  Covenant  bun- 
NiNa  with  thb  Lard. 

DEED  07  0I7T :  See  Poweb  ot  Bale  by  Usc- 

PBUCTUABY. 

DELAY  IN  VOYAGE :  See  Ship  and  Shiffing.  2. 
DEMUBBAOB :  See  Ship  and  Shxffing.    1. 
DISCOUNTS  ON  BENEWAL  07  BILL :  jSmMobt- 

QAQE. 

DOCUMENT,  OONSTBUCTION  07:  See  Poma  of 
Sale  by  Uscfbdotuaby. 

DUTIES  07  PILOT  AND  CBEW :  jSbs  Comfxjlsobt 
Pilotage. 

EAHEMKMT :  See  Coyxnant  btjnning  with  the 
Land. 

ENGLISH  POBT,  GOODS  OABBDED  INTO  :  Se€ 
Admibalty  JUBIBDICmON. 

EaUITABLE  ABBANGEMENT,.HOTIGE  07:  See 
Bill  of  Lading. 

ESTOPPEL  BY  PLEADING :  See  CkttrcBACJT.    2. 

EZLMPTION  7B0M  LIABILITY  UVDEB  MEB- 
CHANT    SHIPPING    ACT,    1E54 :    See 

Ck>MPUL80BY  Pilotage. 

EXPECTANCY,  WOBDS  07 :  See  Contbact.  2. 

EXTBADITION  07  CBIMINALS.]  It  is  a  pro- 
vision of  the  Hong  Kong  Ordinance,  No.  2  of 
1850,  that,  where  it  may  appear  to  a  magistrate 
or  Court  that  there  is  probable  cause  for  belieT- 
ing  tliat  a  Chiuese,  who  has  taken  refuge  at  Hong 
Kong,  has  committed  "  any  crime  or  offence 
a^inst  the  laws  of  ChtnOj"  he  may*l>e  Imprisoned 
With  a  Tiew  to  his  being  surrendered  to  the 
Government  of  China: — Held,  that  the  words 
*' crime  or  o£fence"  must  be  limited  to  those 
ordinary  crimes  and  offences  which  are  panish- 
able  by  the  laws  of  all  nations,  and  which  are  not 
peculiar  to  the  laws  of  China,  suoh  as  murder, 
robbery,  theft,  or  arson,  committed  by  a  Chinese 
within  Chinese  territory,  or  in  Chinese  ships  on 
the  high  seas  ;  piracy,  moreover,  in  certain  dr- 
cumstances  would  come  within  the  Ordinance,  as 
for  example  if  a  Chinese  went  from  the  Chinese 
coast  to  plunder  ships  at  sea,  returning  again  to 
China  with  his  plunder. — ^Whero  a  Chinese,  who 
had  taken  refuge  in  Hong  Kong,  was  accused  of 
having  previously  murdered  a  Frendi  captain  of 
a  Frencn  ship  at  sea,  it  was  held  that  he  could 
not  be  imprisoned  and  delivered  up  to  the  Chinese 
Government  under  the  Ordinance;  <hi  two 
grounds — 1.  That  it  could  not  be  assumed  with- 
out evidence  that  there  was  any  law  in  China  to 
punish  a  Chinese  subject  for  a  murder  committed 
upon  a  foreigner  within  foreign  territory ;  and,  2. 
Tnat,  even  if  it  could  be  so  aasumed,  still  the 
offence  having  been  committed  within  French 
territory,  ought  to  be  treated  as  an  offence  against 
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French  and  not  as  an  offence  aeainst  Ohinese 
law. — ^Where  some  of  a  large  munber  of  Ohineae 
coo]i63|  who  were  being  taken  from  GUna  to  Peru 
in  a  French  ship,  killed  the  captain  and  Beveral 
of  the  French  crew,  and  then  took  the  ship  back 
to  China,  they  were  held  to  hayo  been  guilty  of 
piracy  jure  gentium.  Bat  the  piracy  was  held 
not  to  be  an  offence  against  the  law  of  China 
within  the  meaning  of /the  Ordinance.  K  they 
committed  an  act  against  the  municipal  law  of 
any  nation,  it  was  against  that  of  France;  and  if 
they  were  punishable  by  the  law  of  China,  it  was 
only  because  they  had  committed  an  act  of  piracy, 
which  Jure  genUum  is  justiciable  everywhere. — 
One  of  these  coolies,  who  had  taken  refuge  at 
Hong  Kong,  had  been  imprisoned  with  a  view  to 
being  surrendered  to  the  Chinese  Government  on 
the  ground  of  his  having  feloniously  seized  the 
ship  at  sea  and  murdered  some  of  the  crew,  aod 
had  been  brought  up  on  a  writ  of  haheae  corvus, 
and  discharged  by  the  Ohief  Justice  of  Hong 
Kong,  Thereupon  he  was  again  arrested  on  a 
warrant  for  piracy  jure  gentium.  On  being 
brought  up  affain  on  a  writ  of  habeae  eorpue,  he 
was  again  discharged  by  the  Chief  Justice,  on  the 
ground  that  ho  had  been  committed  a  second 
time  for  the  same  offence,  contrary  to  the  6th 
section  of  the  Habeas  Corpw  Act,  On  appeal  it 
was — Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  the 
first  order  of  discharge  should  be  upheld,  but 
that  the  second  order  of  discharge  should  be 
reversed. — ^The  6th  section  of  the  Habeas  Corpus 
Act  applies  only  where  the  second  arrest  is 
substantially  for  the  same  cause  as  the  first,  so 
that  the  return  of  the  second  writ  of  habeas 
oorpusoaises  for  the  Court  the  same  question  with 
reference  to  the  validity  of  tlie  grounds  of  deten- 
tion as  the  first. — The  Cliief  Ji^ice  having  been 
of  opinion  that  the  shi^  was  a  slave  ship,  and 
that  the  ooolles  were  justified  in  killing  the 
captain  .and  crew  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
their  liberty ;  the  Judicial  Committee  thought 
the  evidence  before  him  did  not  prove  fliis. — 
Piracy  defined  as  "  robbery  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Admiralty."    Attorkbt-Osmebal  fob 

THE  COLONT  OF  HONQ  EOMQ  V,  KwOK-A-SUTQ    179 

FOBTSITUBS :  See  Bill  or  Emsr. 
FOBXALinSB :   See  Poweb  of  Sale  bt  Ust- 

FBUCTUABT. 

FBAUD.]  Fraud  being  established  against  a 
party,  it  is  for  him,  if  he  allege  laches  in  the 
other  party,  to  shew  when  the  hitter  acquired  a 
knowledge  of  the  truth  and  prove  that  he  know- 
ingly forbore  to  assert  his  right.  Lindsay 
PfrBOLEUH  CoMpAirr  v.  Hubd        -         -     221 

FRAUDULSHT  BEPBEBSNTATIOH :  See  Aoskt. 

FRAXn>17LSHT  T78E  OF  P0WZB8  OF  COUBT: 

See  Cebtiobabi. 

FBXXOET :  Se§  Ship  ajxd  Shiffino.    1. 

GXBltALTAB,     JUSIBDICTIOV    OF    SUFBZXS 
OOUBT.OF.]    Labiob  v.  GuBETT  -     246 

GIFT,  BZBD  OF :  See  Poweb  of  Sale  bt  Usu- 

FBUOTCABT. 

eXFT»  S88BHTZAZA TO:  See  Oolomul Law.  4. 


eOODB  GABBIED  IHTO  XVOUSE  POST:   See 

Adiobaltt  JUBISDIcnON.    2. 

OOODB  FOB  8EIFXBNT:  See  Admibaltt  Jubis- 

DJGTION.  2. 

OOFEBNHXHT  BBHT  DUE  KAY  BX  CKAB6XD 
TO  XOBTOAGE :  See  MoBTaAOE. 

KABKAB  OOBFXrS  ACT:    See  Extradition   of 
Cbiicimals. 

HOBO  KDBO,  LAW  OF:  See  Extbadition  of 
Cbixinals. 

HUSBAND,  nX-TBEATXEHT  OF  CHILD  BT: 

See  Judicial  Skpabation, 

ILL-TBXATXSHT  OF  OKIID,  XQUIVALEIIT  TO 
ILL-TEBATKBHT  OF    PABXHT:    See 

JUDIOIAL  BePABATION. 

IHDLUI  BEOI8TBATI0H  ACT,  1866 :  See  CoN- 

TBAOT.     I. 

DnMBfiXX  OF  BILL  OF  LADDTO,  BOTIOB  TO: 
See  Bill  or  Laddiq. 

IBDOBflXXBRT  OF  BUL  OF  LADHTO :  See  Bill 
OF  Laddto. 

IBFART:  iSiss  Conbknt. 

INFBBIOB  OOVBTS:  See  Cbbtiobabt. 

DTJUBOTIOH :  See  Watebs. 

nraTALHSHTS,  BBHT  PAYABLB  B  Y  :  iSes  Ap- 

FSALABLE  AMOUNT. 

nrSUBAHOE  (KABIBB)]:  See  also  Pbincopal. 

L,,  an  agent  of  ^.,  insured  some  goods  belonging 
to  B.  that  were  being  sent  by  ship  from  Montreal 
to  St,  John's,  Newfoundland.   The  insurance  com- 
pany's agent  issued  to  L.  a  '*  certificate  of  insu- 
rance,** which  stated  thatL.  had  insured  the  goods. 
It  was  the  custom  of  the  company  to  issue  subse- 
quently a  policy  stating  that  *^  Z.  y.,  as  well  in  his 
own  name  as  in  the  name  of  every  person  to  whom 
the  same  shall  appertain/'  had  insured  the  goods. 
On  a  loss  occurring,  it  was  Held^  (reversiog  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lotoer 
CajiadaX  that  the  omission  in  the  certificate  of 
the  words  *'  as  well  in  his  own  name,  &c./'  did 
not,  either  by  the  Canadian  law  or  by  the  English 
law,  preclude  B,  from  suing  the  insurance  com- 
pany in  his  own  name. — Where  goods  are  insured 
for  a  voyage,  the  time  of  the  loss  occurring  is  not 
necessarily  the  time  when  the  peril  is  encoun- 
ter^ and  the  vessel  driveu  ashore. — A  ship,  with 
some  flour  as  part  of  her  cargo,  was  seen  in  the 
QuLf  of  St.  Laujrence  qn  the  22nd  of  November, 
1867,  and  nothing  more  was  heard  of  her  until 
May,  1868,  when  she  was  found  ashore  at  Anii- 
cosH,till  hands  having  been  lost.    On  the  29th 
of  November,  1867,  a  violent  storm  had  com- 
menced in  the  Gtilf,  and  there  was  strong  proba- 
bility that  the  ship  was  capsized  and  driven 
ashore  in  that  gale.    Part  of  the  flour  insured 
was  subsequently  saved  and  sold  by  an  agent  of 
the  insurance  company.    The  action  to  recover  on 
the  policy  was  not  brought  until  March,  1869. 
The  policy  containing  a  proviso  that  no  action 
should  beoroup^ht  on  it  unless  vrithin  a  year  after 
the  loss  was  incurred,  the  insurance  company 
contended  that  the  assured  was  too  late  to  bring 
an  action ; — Held,  that  the  loss  was  not  in  its  in* 
ception  total,  and  only  became  so  when  it  wag 
fouDd  that  it  was  impossible  to  cany  the  flour  to 
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its  destination,  and  that  it  was  necessary  to  sell 
it.  Consequently  the  assmred  was  not  precluded 
by  lapse  of  time  from  bringing  his  action. 
Bbowninq  0.  Pbovincial  Insubance  GoHFAirr  of 
Canada  -----     863 

IHTEBSST:  See  Contbaot.  1 ;  Mobtgaoe. 

IHTERFSETATIOK  07  WOBDS :  See  Extradi- 
tion or  CBDaNAL& 

ISLBOFXAir,  LAW07:  i^es  Wateb& 

JUDICIAL  SXPA&ATI0H.1  Under  the  words 
*•  ingiurie  gravi;*  in  the  46th  Article  of  the  Mal- 
tese law  relating  to  the  separation  of  married 
persons,  it  was  intended  to  leave  a  large  discre- 
tion to  the  tribunal  haying  to  judee  of  the  facts. 
Not  only  acts  but  words  designed  to  wound  the 
feelings  of  the  wife  may  amount  to  "tnatune 
gravis'*  and  in  considering  whether  they  do  so, 
the  position  of  the  parties  and  the  habits  and 
usages  of  the  society  in  which  they  live  must  be 
regarded.  Insults  offered  to  the  wife  which 
manifest  contempt  of  her  in  that  character  are  of 
special  g^vity,  especially  if  offered  in  the  pre- 
sence of  others ;  and  wrongs  of  this  description 
are  not  to  be  estimated  separately,  but  in  combi- 
nation one  with  another. — ^Where  a  husband 
habitually  treated  his  wife  with  harshness  and 
insult,  and  thereby  kept  her  in  a  constant  state 
of  excitement  and  fear,  and  also,  upon  a  trifling 
pretext,  used  personal  violence  to  their  adult 
daughter,  by  which  her  health  was  affected 
during  several  months  : — Held,  that  the  violence 
offered  to  the  daughter  must  be  taken  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  previous  treatment  of  the  mother, 
and  that  together  they  constituted  **ingiurie 
gravi"  within  the  meaning  of  the  46ih  Article. — 
Where  a  father  ill-treated  his  daughter  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  afford  to  his  wife  a  ground,  under 
the  Maltese  law,  for  demanding  separation  from 
him,  but  the  wife  remained  in  his  house  for 
several  months,  during  which  the  daughter  con- 
tinued to  suffer  from  the  consequences  of  the  ill 
treatment,  and  required  the  attention  of  her 
mother ;  and  the  wife  quitted  her  husband's 
house  on  the  first  occasion  of  his  leaving  home : 
— Held,  that  the  matrimonial  offences  of  the  hus- 
band had  not  been  condoned.    Sant  v.  8akt  542 

JUBE  QJOXTUTM. :  See  Extbadition  or  Cbimi- 

NALS. 

JUBIBDICnOH:  See  Admibaltt  Jurisdiction; 
Cebtiorari;  Contract.  4. 

JUSIBDIOnOK  07  SUFSEXS  OOVST  07  GIB- 
^  BALTAB.]    Labios  v,  Gubett    -     846 

LACHS8.]  Fraud  being  established  agdnst  a 
party,  it  is  for  him  if  he  allege  laches  in  the 
other  party,  to  shew  when  the  latter  acquired  a 
knowledge  of  the  truth  and  prove  that  he  know- 
ingly foroore  to  assert  his  right.  Lindsay  Pe- 
troleum Company  v.  Hurd  -         -     821 

LAHD,    COVBNAHT   BUKKUIO   WHE   TEE: 
McLean  v.  McKay  -         -     827 

LAND  0BBEB8 :  See  Colonial  Ijaw.    1,  8. 

IIABIUTT  07  FBIHCIPAL :  See  Agent. 

UABIUTT  07  SHIP  70B  BBEACH  07  COV- 
TBACT:  See  Admiralty  Jurisdiction. 


LI0BI8 :  See  SsiP  AND  Shippino.   4. 

LIVB  STOCK,   PATXBHTB  OH  AOOOUHT  07: 

See  Mortqagb. 

LOSS  07  CABOO,  TIXE  07  OOCOBBZHCE  07, 

TOTAL :  See  Insurance  (Marine). 

LOWEB  CAHADA,  LAW  07:  See  Colonial 
Law.  2,  4  ;  Puwer  of  Sale  by  Usufruc- 
tuary; Mortmain. 

KALTXSB  LAW :  See  Judicial  Separation. 

KASTSB,  DUTY  07,  WHEBE  TTHABLE  TO  LAHB 
CABOO :  See  Ship  and  Shippino.    1. 

XATBIHOHIAL  OWFEBOE:  See  Judicial  Sepa- 
ration. 

XEBOHAHT  SHIPFIHG  ACT,  1854,  i.  888.  Wood 
V,  Smith.   The  '*City  of  Cambridge" 
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KEB8E7  DOCKS  OOHSOLIDATIOH  ACT,  1868: 
See  Compulsory  Pilotage. 

lOHIHO  00IJBT8  07.VICT0BIA :  See  Certiorari. 
IdSBEFBESEHTATIOH :  See  Agent. 
XOOBAOE :  See  Ship  and  Shipping.    5. 

XOBTOAGE.]    A»  gaye  his  acceptance  to  B.  for 
£18,700,  payable  (six  months  after  date)  on  the 
5th  of  Feomary,  1867,  and  it  was  discounted  by 
the  Batik  of  C. — A,  mortgaged  a  station,  and  also 
mortgaged  the  stock  upon  it  to  jB.  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  £18,700,  with  interest  at  12|  per 
cent.,  on  the  dav  aboTe-mentioned,  and  to  secure 
the  payment  of  any  bill  which  the  mortgagee 
might  receive,  take,  make,  or  indorse  by  way  of 
renewal  or  in  substitution  for  the  acceptance,  or 
on  account  of  all  or  any  part  of  the  sum  therein 
mentioned,  or  on  any  other  account  incidental 
thereto.    It  was  also  stipulated  in  the  mortgage 
of  the  stock  that  if  default  should  be  made  in 
payment  by  the  mortgagor  of  the  licence  fees,  or 
rent,  charges,  fines,  penalties,  and  other  'charges 
which  should  become  payable  in  respect  of  the 
station  or  run,  or  the  stock  thereon,  or  in  relation 
thereto,  the  mortgagee  might  pay  it,  and  the  run, 
stock,  &c.  should  be  chargeable  therewith. — The 
bill  was  renewed  from  time  to  time,  B.  paying 
the  discounts  to  the  bank  on  A  .*s  behalf,  and  de- 
biting A.  with  the  amount  in  an  account  current 
rendered  to  A.,  in  which  he  charged  A,  with 
interest  and  mercantile  commissions : — Hdd,  that 
notwithstanding  this  mode  of  keeping  the  ac- 
counts, the  amount  of  the  advances  for  discounts 
was  secured  by  the  mortgage : — Held^  also,  that 
advances  for  payment  of  Government  rent  due 
and  for  scab  licences  for  sheep  might  be  charged 
to  the  mortgage,  but  that  sheep-wash  could  not 
FENT0NJ5,  Blackwood  -         -         -      167 

XOBTXAIH.]  A  corporation,  whether  merely 
trading  or  not,  and  whether  foreign  or  domestic^ 
is  incapacitated  from  acquiring  as  well  as  from 
holding  lands  in  Lower  Canada  without  the  per- 
mission of  the  Crown  being  first  obtained. — D, 
sold  mining  property  in  Lower  Ckinada  to  J^.  In 
the  deed  tiie  property  was  described  as  haying 
been  assigned  to  V,  by  **  original  grantees  of  the 
Crown,"  out  it  appeared  that  patents  from  the 
Crown  had  not  then  been  obtained ;  moreoTer,  by 
the  deed  J9.  expressly  warranted  and  guaranteed 
F,  against  all  mortgages,  debts,  &c.    F,  sold  the 
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property  to  a  mining  company  of  Boit4>n^  United 
States;  and  from  the  deea  it  might  be  implied 
that  patents  had  been  granted.  The  property 
"was  subsequently  granted  by  the  Crown  to  some 
one  else,  who  evicted  the  company.  The  com- 
pany brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  for  Lower  Canada  against  B,  as  being 
liable  as  arriere^arant  (remote  warrantor).  The 
action  was  dismissed,  and  on  appeal  to  the  Privy 
Council  the  judgment  was  upheld : — Held^  that, 
though  a  warranty  of  eviction  is  implied  in  con- 
tracts of  sale,  it  must  be  inferred,  from  the  in- 
sertion of  a  limited  conventional  warranty  in  the 
deed  between  D.  and_F.,  that  it  was  their  inten- 
tion to  exclude  the  larger  legal  warranty.  Thus, 
on  an  eviction  by  the  assignee  of  the  Crown,  no 
action  could  be  mafntained  by  F,  against  D.,  and 
consequently  none  by  the  company.  Moreover, 
the  disability  of  the  company  to  acquire  lands 
precluded  them  from  bringing  an  action  on  the 
warranty.  Chaudisbb  Gold  Mnnna  Cohpant 
V.  Dbsbakats  -----     877 

VEQUOSKCX,  G0NTBIBT7TQBT:  See  Shif  akd 
Shippiho.    8, 4, 

HEW  SOUTH  WALES  OnSTOXS  ACTS :  See  Bill 
OF  Entbt. 

HEW  SOUTH  WALES,  LAW  OF:  See  Bill  or 
Entry  ;  Colonial  Law.    3. 

EEOOTIABLE    IK8TRUHEHT :     Se€    Bill    of 
Lading,  1 ;  Colonial  Law.    4. 

EOnCE,  ASSIOEMEET  WITHOUT:  8e^  Bill  of 

Ladimq. 

HOTIGB  TO  IND0S8EE  OF  BILL  OF  LASIEG: 

See  Bill  of  Lading. 

OEOSSIOK  nr  bill  of  EETEY  :  See  Bill  of 

Entbt. 
OJOSSIOK  nr  bill  of  LABIEO:  See  Bill  of 

Lading. 
OmSSIOH  IN  POUCT  OF  lESUEAEOE:  See  In- 

SUBANOK  (MaBINE). 

«« OBDEB  OB  ASSIGH8 :"  See  Bill  of  Lading. 

PATEHT.]  The  Judicial  Committee  will  refuse 
to  enter  upon  accounts  in  a  patent  case  if  they 
have  not  been  filed  as  required  by  the  9th  rule. — 
Two  cognate  patents,  having  different  terms  to 
ran,  extended  so  that  both  eiiould  expire  on  the 
same  day.  In  re  Johnson's  and  Atkinson's 
Patents  -----       87 

PAYMEHTS  OK  AOOOUET  OF  LIVE  STOCK:  See 

MOBTQAGB. 

PETBOLEUX,  CABBIAOE  OF,  BT  SEA :  See  Ship 
AND  Shipping.    1. 

PILOT :  See  Comfulsoby  Pilotagb. 

PIBACT  JUBE  GBETIUJC :  See  Extbadixion  of 
Cbivinals. 

PLEASINOS:  iSee  Pbacticil    1. 

POLICT  :  See  Insubance  (Mabinb). 

POWEE  OF  SALE  BY  USUFBUCTUAET.]  The 
usufruct  of  land  in  Lower  Canada  was  given  by 
deed  of  gift  to  A,  during  his  life,  and  after  his 
death  the  deed  gave  the  property  in  substitution 
to  his  children,  with  a  limitation  over  in  case  he 
died  without  children;  and  power  was  given  to 
Vol.  v.— P.  C. 


POWEB  OF  SALE  BT  USUFBUOTUAET— oont 

A,  to  sell  the  land  for  a  rent-charge  if  it  should 
be  judged  by  experte  to  be  advantageous  to  his 
children  :—  -Hdd^  that  such  power  could  be  exer- 
cised without  the  sanction  of  any  judicial  autho- 
rity.— A.  having  a  power  of  sale  under  the  cir- 
cumstances above  mentioned,  sold  his  life  interest 
in  the  usufruct  to  JB.,  and  subrogated  B,  in  all  his 
righto  under  the  deed  of  gift — JJeld,  that  the 
power  to  sell  the  land  for  a  rent-charge,  conferred 
on  A.  by  the  deed  of  gift,  had  not  been  extin* 
guished  oy  the  sale  to  and  subrogation  of  B. — A 
person  having  already  power  under  a  deed  of  gift 
to  sell  land,  applied  to  a  Court  for  authority  to 
sell  the  land,  wnioh  the  Court  granted,  annexing 
a  condition  not  required  by  the  donor  r—Hie?^, 
that  this  part  of  the  decree  could  at  most  be  con- 
sidered as  directory  only,  and  not  as  imposing  a 
condition  which  rendered  the  sale  void  if  It  were 
not  complied  with. — A  deed  of  gift  conferred  the 
usufruct  of  land  in  Lower  Canada  on  A,  during 
his  life,  and  after  his  death  gave  the  property  in 
substitution  to  his  children,  with  a  limitation  in 
the  following  terms :  *'  et  dans  le  eae  de  mort  du 
dit  donataire  eane  en/ante  lajouiuance  et  uaufruH 
dee  hiens  a  lui  pr^eentement  donnie  teront  r^verei" 
hies  a  see  frkres  et  soBurs  ou  a  aueun  cteux,  pour 
par  eux  enjouir  leur  vie  durante ;  et  si  au  dices 
du  dit  donataire  sans  en/ants  tous  see  freres  et 
sceurs  etaint  dieidU  la  proprUte  des  dits  biens  re- 
toumera  et  appartiendra  a  leurs  en/ants  n€s  et  a 
ncMre,  pour  etre  partagA  enire  aux  par  souehes,  .  .'* 
— ^The  donor  died.  The  donee  died  without 
children,  having  survived  all  his  brothers  and 
sisters,  three  of  whom  died  leaving  children, 
viz.,  C,  who  died  before  the  date  of  gift,  and  D. 
and  E,  who  died  after  that  date  x—HMj  that  the 
children  of  0.  were  entitled  to  one-third  of  the 
property  comprised  in  the  deed. — SembUy  that  by 
the  old  law  of  Lower  Canada,  where  there  is  a 
gift  of  the  usufruct  of  land  for  life,  and  a  substi- 
tution with  power  to  the  usufructuary  himself  to 
sell  the  lano,  if  experte  deem  it  advantageous  to 
the  substitution;  the  appointment  of  a  tutor  to 
the  substitution  is  not  required,  and  if  he  be 
appointed  his  fimctions  are  limited  to  having  the 
experts  duly  appointed,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
consult  him  as  to  the  management  of  the  sale. 
Lbol£:be  v.  Beaudbt  -         -         -         -     8S2 

PBACnOE :  See  Agbnt  ;  Appeal. 

1. The  Privy  Council  will  exercise  ite 

discrelion  in  deciding  a  case  on  ite  merits,  without 
regarding  strictly  the  precise  terms  of  the  plead- 
ings.   McLean  v,  McKay     -         -         -     827 

2. The  Judicial  Committee  are  unwilling 

to  send  a  case  for  re-trial,  or  to  decide  it,  upon 
pointo  which  have  been  raised  for  the  first  time  at 
their  bar,  and  which  possibly  may  have  been 
treated  as  agreed  upon,  or  too  clear  for  argument, 
in  the  Court  below.  Magxat  v,  Commeboial 
Bank  op  New  Bbunswick    -         -         -     8M 

8.  —  Reasons  given  by  a  Judge  of  a  Court 
from  which  an  appeal  lies  to  the  Privy  Council 
ought  to  be  steted  publicly  at  the  hearing,  and 
communicated  to  the  Begistrar  of  the  Privy 
Council.  Their  Lordships  will  not  look  at  notes 
merely  communicated  to  one  of  the  parties. 
BicHEB  V,  Voteb  -         -         -  461 
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4.  — —  Wliereleare  to  appeal  hafi  been  nndnly 
^ven  the  proper  ooturae  ia  to  oome  before  the 
Privy  Coancil  before  any  expense  has  been  in- 
onrred,  and  to  apply  for  the  dismissal  of  the 
appeni— Such  an  application  if  delayed  till  the 
hearing  will  only  be  granted  witbont  costs,  and 
if  there  be  special  circamstances  in  favour  of 
granting  special  leave  to  appeal,  and  application 
for  such  leave  will  be  entertained,  but  if  it  is 
granted  fresh  security  for  costs  mo&t  be  given. 
Sautaoeao  v.  Gauthieb       ...     494 

raSGAUnon  AGAIVST  BTOBXS  :  See  Ship  and 
Shxpfiho.    5. 

TBIVOIPAL.]  The  rule  that  an  undiscloeed  prin- 
cipal may  sneand  be  sued  upon  mercantile  contracts 
made  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name,  subject  to 
any  defences  or  equities  which  without  notice  may 
exist  against  the  agent,  is  applicable  to  policies  of 
marine  insurance  under  the  Canadian  as  well  as 
under  the  English  law.  BBOWNnto  v.  Pbovincial 
Inbdbanos  Oompant  of  Cahada     •         -     868 

FBOLOVOATIOK  07  TEBX :  See  Patent. 

FUB0BA8XB  AGUEMXHT  JUST  W  J££lf  TEHDOB 

AHD :  See  Ck>VENAMT  buknihq  with  the 

Lakd. 

FUXCE48E-X0HBT,  BETUHB  07 :  See  Golohial 

Law.    1.     

FUBOEASE  BT  SOLIOITOB  7B0X  OUSHT.]  The 
Court  does  not  hold  that  an  attorney  is  incapable 
of  purchasing  from  his  client ;  but  watches  such 
a  transaction  with  jealonsy,  and  throws  on  the 
attorney  the  onus  of  shewing  that  the  bargain  is, 
speaking  generally,  as  good  as  any  that  could 
have  been  obtained  by  due  diligence  from  any 
other  purchaser.  The  circumstances  of  the  em- 
ployment may  be  considered,  and  the  amount 
of  influence  estimated  : — SembUf  an  attorney  pur- 
chasing from  his  client  ought  to  insist  on  the  in* 
tervention  of  another  professional  adviser.  Pisani 
«.  Attobnet-Genebal  fob  Gibbaltab      -     616 

"  BAFPOET :"  See  Colonial  Law.    2. 
BBOOEVETAEOE  :  See  Contbact.    8. 

BEDBXFTIOH    07    BEET  :    See   Appealable 

Amount. 

BEFUEB  07  PUBCHASE-XOEBT :  See  Colonial 
Law.    1. 

BEOIBTBATIOE :  See  Contract.    1. 

BBOIBTBATIOH  PEHBEETE  UTE :  See  Colonial 

Law.    3. 
BEOTTLATIOES  XADE  UEDEB  A  BTAtDTE :  See 

Colonial  Law.    3. 

BEEEWAL  07  BILL:  See  Bill  of  Exobanqe; 
Mortgage. 

BEET,   BEDEXFnOE    07 :    See  Appealable 
Amount. 

BEflCIBBIOE  07  COETBAOT :  See  Contract.    8. 

f  BSTTJBV  :**  See  Colonial  Law.    2. 

BIGHT  07  UEDISOLOSEB  FBIEOIPAX  TO  SUE 
IE  HIS  AGEET'8  EAXE.]   Bbowning  v 
Pbovincxal    Inscbance    Company    of 
Canada        ....     268 

BZ0HT8  07  OBOWE :  See  Watebs. 

gAnJEO-VESflEL,    DUTY    07    8TEAXEB   AP- 

PBOACHnfQ  :  See  Ship  and  Shipping.  4. 

SALE  BY  USTJEBUCTUABY :  See  Poweb  of  Sale. 


8ECBET IBTJ8T :  See  Bill  of  Laihkg. 

8RIP0WESB,  DUTY  07,  WHEBB  EVABLE  TO 
LAEB  CABOO :  See  Ship  and  Rbippino.  1 . 

flSEF  AEB8HIPPIEG:  fi^  alio  Bill  ov  Entry ; 
Bill  of  Lading;  Insubanob  (Marink). 

1. Plaintiff's  ship  with  a  general  cargo 

sailed    horn    London     for    Havre    with    some 
petroleum  on  board.     Under  the  bill  of  lading 
the  Plaintiff  was  to  deliver  the  petrolenm  at 
Batfre,  and  it  was  to  be  taken  out  by  the  Defen- 
dant within  twenty-four  honrs  after  arriving  at 
^aore,  or  ten  gpiineas  a  day  was  to  be  paid  for 
demurrage.    Chi  the  ship's  arriving  at  JETavre,  the 
authorities  of  the  port  made  the  captain  take  her 
away  in  consequence  of  the  petroleum  being  on 
board.  Therenpon  he  went  to  neighbouring  ports, 
but  was  not  allowed  to  stay  there.    Betnming  to 
Havre,  he  discharged  his  general  carj^o,  and  no 
bill  of  lading  having  been  presented  to  him,  and  no 
application  having  been  made  to  him  for  the  de- 
livery of  the  petroleum,  he  brought  it  back  to 
Lcmdatu     On  the  shipowner  claiming  freight, 
back-freight,  demurrage,  and  expenses,  it  was 
HMj  that  he  was   entitled  to   freight,  back- 
freight,  and  expenses.    Freight  is  earned  by  the 
oariiage  and  arrival  of  the  goods  ready  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  merchant    And  although  the  pe- 
troleum oould  not  be  landed  at  Havre^  it  was  in 
the  port  a  reasonable  time,  during  which  the 
owner  might  have  received  it;  and  the  freight 
was  accordingly  earned. — In  a  case  where  no  ap- 
plication for  delivery  is  made,  the  captain  may 
land  and  warehouse  the  cargo  at  the  expense  of 
the  merchant ;  and  where  that  is  forbidden  by 
the  authorities  of  the  port,  he  is  not  justified  in 
destroying  the  cargo ;  but  in  the  absence  of  ad- 
vices he  may  take  it  to  such  a  place  as  in  his 
judgment  is  most  convenient  for  the  men-hant, 
and  may  charge  to  the  merchant  all  expenses 
properly  incurred;  consequently,  here  tlie  ship- 
owner was  entitled  to  back-freight  and  expenses. 
The  demurrage  and  the  expenses  incurred  in  the 
ineffectual  attempt  to  land  at  the  neighbouring 
ports  were  not  allowed,  but  were  looked  on  as 
part  of  the  expenses  of  the  yoyage. — Simpson  v. 
Blues  (Law  Rep.  7  C.  P.  290)  disapproved  of. 
Cabgo  ex  "  Abgob  "  -         -         -  -     1S4 

8.  An  apprehension  of  capture  founded 

on  circumstances  calculated  to  affect  the  mind 
of  a  master  of  ordinary  coura^,  judgment,  and 
experience,  will  justify  delay  in  the  prosecution 
of  a  voyage ;  and  a  ship  is  not  answerable  in  a 
suit  under  s.  6  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Ad^  1861. 
for  damage  to  cargo  caused  by  such  delay. 
Anpebson  v.  Ownebs  of  the  '^San  Boman  **    801 

8.  A  yessel  in  tow  during  a  thick  fog, 

knowing  that  it  wasdangerons  to  proceed,  did  not 
order  the  tug  to  stop,  and  the  vessel  in  oonsequence 
ran  aground : — Hetd,  in  an  action  by  the  owners 
of  the  tow  against  the  owners  of  the  tog  fcH- 
damages,  that  tlie  vessel  in  tow  contributed  to 
the  accident  Smith  v.  St.  Lawbence  Tow-boat 
Company         -----     S08 

4.  A  steamship  seeing  a  sailing-yessel  at 

a  distance  of  two  or  three  miles  ought  not,  even  if 
the  lights  of  the  sailing-yessel  are  not  yisible,  to 
take  a  course  which  will  carry  her  across  the 
bows  of  the  sailing-yessel. — In  a  case  of  collision^ 
even  if  the  light  of  one  yessel  was  invisible,  the- 
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yeasel  will  not  on  that  aooonnt  be  held  to  have 
oontribated  to  the  collision,  where  the  other  Teasel 
has  pursued  a  course  which  of  itself  woald  sufiSce 
•  to  prodace  the  collision. — ^A  manoeuvre  made  too 
late  to  affect  the  collision,  does  not  make  the 
ship  liable  as  having  contributed  to  the  collision, 
even  if  the  manosuvre  was  erroneous. — Where  a 
steamship  is  approaching  a  sailing-ship,  and  does 
not  know  what  course  the  other  ship  is  pursuing, 
it  is  her  duty  (whether  the  lights  of  the  other 
vessel  are  visible  or  not)  to  take  no  decisive 
movement  until  she  can  ascertain  it. — The  law 
does  not  appoint  any  particular  place  at  which 
tiie  lights  should  be  fixed,  but  they  ought  to  be 
placed  so  as  to  be  properly  visible. — Semble,  the 
fi&ct  that  the  lights  of  one  ship  are  invisible  to 
the  other  does  not  make  the  lormer  ship  con- 
tributory when  the  course  pursued  by  the  latter  is 
not  in  itself  prudent  and  judicious. — ^Ths  ''  Bou- 

OAINVIUiS**    AND    ThB    "  JaHES  G.    StBVENSGH.*' 

Beal  v.  Mabohais      ....         -     816 

6. A  vessel  in  port  was  moored  to  a  buoy, 

the  use  of  which  was  sanctioned  by  the  authorities, 
and,  a  storm  being  expected,  she  also  had  her 
anchor  ready  to  drop.  The  mooring  buoy  broke 
and  the  vessel  drifted.  She  attempted  to  cast 
anchor,  but  was  prevented  by  inevitaole  accident 
She  came  into  collision  with  another  vessel  which 
was  properly  moored : — Held,  that  the  first  vessel 
had  not  contributed  by  negligence  to  the  collision. 
— Where  the  master  of  a  snip  takes  all  such  pre- 
cautions as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  and  skill, 
exercising  reasonable  foresight,  would  use  to  avert 
danger,  his  owners  are  not  held  responsible  because 
he  may  have  omitted  some  possible  precaution 
which  the  event  suggests  that  he  might  have 
resorted  to. — When  the  authorities  of  a  port  per- 
mit vessels  to  moor,  take  in  and  discharge  cargo 
at  a  certain  buoy,  it  must  be  assumed  that  they 
sanction  the  use  of  the  buoy  and  treat  it  bb  a 

Eioper  and  sufficient  mooring  place.     Dowabd  v. 
•iNDSAY.    Tub  '*  William  Lindsay  "        -     838 

8OLI0IT0B,  PTJBCE18E  BT,  7B0X  CIIBHT :  See 

PUBCHASB  BT  SOLICITOB. 

SPECIAL  LEAVE  TO  APPEAL :  See  Appeal. 

SPECmO  PERPOBKAHOE  07  AOBEEMEHT  TO 
ADVAKOE  XONET.     Labios  v.  Gubety       846 

8TATVT0BY  OBUOATIOH :  See  Ck)LOBiAL  Law.  I. 

8TEAXEB.  BUTT  07,  APPBOAGHIFO  SAIUHa- 
VES8EL :  See  Ship  and  Shipping.    4. 

8TBAITB  SETTLEXEHT,  LAW  07 :  See  Apfxal. 

8XJBET78HIP :  See  Bill  of  Ezohanob. 

TOTAL  LOSS,  TDO!  07  OCOITBBEHOE  07 :  See 

Insubance  (Mabine). 

TBABOrO    OOBPOBATIOH  OAHKOT   ACQITIBE 
OB  HOLD  LAHBS  IB  LO  WEB  OABADA. 

ChaudiI:be  Gold  Mnnira  Company  v. 
Dbbbabats  -         -         -  •     S77 

TBEATT  07  TIENTBIB :    See  Eztbadition  of 
Gbiminals. 

TVO :  See  Ship  and  Srippino.    3. 

UHDISCLOBED  PBIHCIPAL,  BIGHT  TO  SITE  IB 
A0EHT8  HAME:  See  Insubakob  (Ma- 

bine). 

VSITPBUCTUABT,  SALE  BT:  See  PowsB  of  Sale. 


VALEDITT  07  OOBTBACT :  See  Covenant  bon- 

NINO  WITH  THB  LaND. 

VEBBOB  ABD  PUBCHAflEB,  AOBEEKEBT  BE- 
TWEEB :  See  Covenant  bunnino  with 


3. 


THB  Land. 
VESSEL  IN  TOW :  See  Ship  and  Shippino. 
VICTOBIA,  LAW  07:  See  Ceetiobabi. 


WAIVES  07  APPEAL.]  An  information  by  way 
of  bill  of  complaint  was  by  consent  amended  by 
the  introduction  of  the  words  '*  That  the  rights, 
if  any,  of  the  several  Defendants  may  be  ascer- 
tained and  declared  by  decree  of  this  Honourable 
Court,  and  that  they  may  be  ordered  to  pay  each 
to  the  others  and  other  of  them  their  and  his 
costs  of  this  suit,  and  that  this  Honourable  Court 
will  give  such  further  directions  in  the  premises 
as  shall  be  necessary."  There  was  no  stipulation 
that  the  right  of  appeal  should  be  g^ven  up,  and 
it  appeared  that  the  parties  never  contemplated 
that  they  were  ceasing  to  keep  the  cause  in  curia^ 
or  that  the  Judge  was  to  hear  it  otherwise  than 
as  a  Judge,  or  that  it  was  not  to  go  on  Subject  to 
all  the  incidents  of  a  cause  regpilarly  heard  in 
Court : — Heid,  that  the  right  to  appeal  had  not 
been  waived.    Pisani  v.  Attobney-Gbnebal  of 

GiBBALTAB        .  -  -  -  .       6X6 

WABBABTY :  See  Mobtmain. 

WATEB8.]  BjT  an  Act  of  Tynwald  of  the  Ide  of 
Man  a  reservation  was  made  to  the  lord  of  the 
isle  (now  represented  by  the  Crown),  of  all  such 
mines  and  minerals  as  then  were,  or  at  any  time 
theretofore  had  been,  vested  in  the  lords  of  the 
isle. — The  Queen,  as  lady  of  the  isle,  being  thos 
possessed  of  the  mines  as  of  her  own  original  title 
m  the  soil,  has  the  right  to  the  use  of  all  waters 
found  thereon  and  percolating  by  natural  pro- 
cesses into  the  mines  when  opened. — The  holder 
of  a  mining  lease  from  the  Crown  is  not  liable  to 
make  compensation  for  the  withdrawal  by  perco- 
lation into  his  mine  of  water  which  would  other- 
wise have  flowed  into,  or  having  flowed  into, 
would  have  been  retained  in  the  wells  and  springs 
of  the  superjacent  land. — The  Court  of  Chancery 
of  the  Jde  of  Man  granted  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing A,  from  proceeding  with  his  mining  opera- 
tions on  the  lands  of  B»  until  he  should  give 
security,  in  the  specified  form,  to  meet  such 
damages  as  B,  might,  on  the  hearing  of  the 
cause,  be  decreed  entitled  to  recover  for  injuries 
done,  or  that  might  be  done,  to  B,*8  lands.  A, 
gave  security  accordingly,  but  the  Court  ordered 
the  injunction  to  be  continued  till  the  hearing  of 
the  cause : — Eeld,  that  the  order  for  injunction 
was  not  justified  by  the  practice  of  the  Court. 
Ballaoobkish  Silveb,  Lead,  and  Coppbb  Mining 

COUPANY  V.  HaBBISON  ...         49 

WIBBIBO  UP  07  GOBEPAVT :  See  Ceetiobabi. 
WOBBS: 

"Crimes   and    offences  against  the  law   of 
China"     Attobney-Genebal  of  lloNa 

KONO  V.  KWOK-A-SINO  -  -       170 

•*  Order  or  assigns."  Bendebson  v,  Comptoir 
d'Eboompte  de  Paris         -         -     268 

WOBBS  07  EXPEGTABCT :  See  Contbact.    2. 

WBOBOTUL    APPBOPBIATIOK   07   CHEQUE: 
See  Bill  of  Exohanoe. 
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